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The Text of Ganadhara-vada 

( a ) Source 

According to the Jainas, the religious principles of th* 
present era came into existence right from the time of Bhagavaf^ 
Ri^hadeva Swdmt, the first Tirthankara.^ 

After” him, the sacred works increased in number anti 
qnality when the religion was exalted to a high rank but they 
subsided in times of disorder and anarchy. Generally speaking, 
the preachings of all the Tirthatikaras happened to be oi 
the same kind and their biographies almost resembled each 
other in principal characteristics. 

The Bhdgavaki Burdna supports the view that Bisabha-deva 
was the founder of the present Jaina canon. There is a reference 
of Ri^dhha-deva, Ajttandtha and Ari^nemt in Yajur Veda, 

^ramana Bhagmdn Mahdvira, the elder contemporary of 
Buddha, was not only the last but Supreme TXrthaidtara in the 
line of all Jaina Tirthankaras, Like his predecessors, Sramana 
Bhagavdn Mahdvtra also had got his preachings composed 
in books. His Oanadkaras or principal disciples arranged his 
^ : ^ 

1. It is not only the Jain tradition that ascribes the origin of 
the religious system to Risahhordeva, but there is historical evidence 
also to show that so far back as the first century B. C. there were 
people who were worshipping Ri§(d>ha-d«va the first TiHha/hkard. 
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preachings in twelve Angas, the twelfth Anga being divided 
into fourteen Purvas, These Purvas have been accepted by 
the Svetamburas and the Diganiharas as probably the oldest 
Sacred Works of the Jaina canon. The tradition of the Sve- 
tdn^aras about the fourteen Purvas is this : — The fourteen 
Purvas had been incorporated in the twelth Ahga ( the DH- 
stivdda ) which was lost before 1000 A.V. But a detailed 
table of its contents and consequently of the Purvas has 
survived in the fourth Ahga, the Samavdydhga, and in the 
Na^idi Sutra,'^ 

We are told by the tradition that Arya. Jamhu Swdmt was 
the last KevalL After him, the under- mentioned six Heads 
of the Church, viz. Prabhava Sivdmi, S' ayyanddiava Suri, 
Yas'ohhadra Suri, S'amldntti vijaya Suri, Bhadrahdhu Sivdrni 
and Sth{dahhadi'<(. were S rula-Keval%s. Out of these, Bhadrahdhu 
Swcmit was the last PaUadhara ( Head of the Church ) who 
had all the twelve Ahgas along with the fourteen Purvas, 
along with their meanings and explanations of intricate subjects 
in his inernory. Arya Sthulabhadra laid a thorough knowledge 
<d‘ the meanings and explanations of the ten Purvas, and a 
knowledge of tlie remaining four Purvas (11, 12, 13, 14 ) 
but not their meanings and explanations. Besides, he was 
instructed not to impart the knowledge of the four Purvas 
( 11, 12, 13, 14 ) to anyone. Thus, the knowledge of the 
Purvas decreased gradually. 

After him, there was a line of ten successors who had a 
thorough knowledge of ten Purvas. They were known as 
Das'apurvts. The last Das'apurvl was Vajra Swdmt, after 
whom tlie knowledge of Purvas went on vanishing. The last 
who hatl a knowledge of one Purva was Devarddhi Gani 
kmmds'rarmma. 


2 fide Weber, Indische Studien, XVI p, 341. 
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• The Svetamharas accept the existence and validity of the 
Siddhantas ( Sacred Works ) but the Digamharm believe that 
the real s'dstras or religious works have already vanished and 
the sacred works, which are accepted by the Jaina canon at 
present, have no validity. 

I 

At" present, the Sacred Works of the S'vetdmbaras are 
forty-five in all. Some of them are written in prose and some 
in verse. There are eleven Aiigast, twelve Updhgus, ten Pra- 
kirnas, six Chcda sutras, two Sutras, and four Mula-sutras.^ 

As seen before, the knowledge of the original preachings 
of Sramana Bhagavdn Mahavira had begun to fade gradually, 
and hence it was rightly felt by liis successors to arrange 
the preachings into various books. As a result of their elForts, 
the religious works mentioned above were composed. 

Out of these, tlie four Mula Snlras are considered as the 
Original Sutras or Commandments, us they are primarily needed 
to guide the Jaina monks in their religious practices. The 
four Mula Sutras are : — ( 1, ) The Avas’yaka { 2 ) Das' avaikdlika 
( 3 ) Uttaradli ijana and ( 4 ) Pinda NinjukM ( «tr Ogha Niryukti ). 
According to Weber, the order of composition of these siitras 
is this ; — ( 1 ) Uttar Fidliyayana ( 2 ) Avus'yaka ( 3 ) Das'avai- 
kdlika and ( 4 ) Pimla Niryukti. 

Of the four Mula Suti'us, the Avas'yaka as its name 
suggests-is the most important of all. It is tiividetl into six 
sections : — ( 1 ) Sdmdyika ( Sdmdiya ), ( 2 ) Caturvims'ati stuva 
( caiivisattho ), ( 3 ) Vandanaka ( Vandanayam ), ( 4 ) Prati 


3. In adrlitiou to the ahove-iiamed forty-five Sacred Workt?, some 
people eunmnerate twenty mina Fraktrnas, twelve Nwyafciw and several 
others arriving at the total number of eighty-four. Again, in order 
to supplement the informatio',. supplied by these eighty -four Ayamas 
there are several other works known as Niyaman or U/jawitads which, 
in turn, are thirty-six in all. 



6 


kramana ( Padikhaniana ), ( 5 ) Kdyotaarga ( Kdussagga ), and 
( 6 ) Prntydkhyana ( 'Paccakhhhana ). It should be noted that 
though all these sntras^ were detlacted into books by Qanadharaa, 
they were originally preached by S'ramarM Bhagvdn Mahdvtra 
Swdmi*. 

The Niryukti of the Avas'yaka Sutras had already been 
written by Srhndn Bhadrahdhu Swdmi and a number of curnis 
(detailed commentaries) were also composed by various authors as 
commentaries on the Avas'yaka Suti-as. Still, however, Jinahhadra 
Gani ksamds'ramana felt tlie need of ellucidating the original 
niryukti. He, therefore, composed a hhdsya or commentary running 
in gdt'hds or versos on the original niryukti of the Sdmdyika 
Sutras. Since this was an additional hhdsya to various other 
hltdsyas pre{)ared by ‘litrerent authors, it was knowti as Vis'esd~ 
vas'yaka Bhasj/a or an Addifiaiatl Bhdsya to the Avakyaka 
{ Sdmdy%ka ) Sutras. 

The whole work runs into 3603 Gdthds or verses. The 
Vts'esdvas'yaka Bhdsya could further be divided into various 
sub-sections such as — PUhikd, Varavarikd. the U 2 ')asargas^ the 
Sdmidmrx (of ten varieties '), Ganadharti-vada ^ the Ganadliaras, 
the Ninhavas, S'em U imlghnta, Niryukti^ and a-svddhydya 
Niryukti. Of these, Ganadhara—vdda is one of the most 
important sub-sections, as it deals with the discussion between 
S'raniana Bhagavan Malidvira Swdmi and his ganadharas ( or 
jirincipal disciples ) on various philosophical topics such as the 
existence of Jiva, Karma, Papa, Puryya and Moksa etc, 

(b) Commentaries. 

Three commentaries are said to have been written on 
the text of Vis esdxxis yaka Bhdsya. The author himself is 

4. Vide 5cr ggnTcarV TTorgrfi ^ I 
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said to have written a couitiientary on his own wixrk, but 
unfortunately, his commentary is not available at present. The 
second commentary has been written by Kotyacarya ( or S' I’ 
lankacarkfa ) the manuscript of which dated 1136 V. S. is 
preserved in a tattered condition in the Bhdmlarkara 
Research Institute, Poona. This commentary has not been 
published as yet. The only commentary that has been pub- 
lished and popularly accepted at present, is that of Makidhari 
Heniacandrdcdrya. 

Maladhdri Hemacaridrdcdrya is different from Kali-Kdla 
Sctrvajha llerncandracdrya, tha welkuown author of Dvyds'raya. 
Originally, he was welkuown as Pitndit Svetdnihardcdrya 
Bhattaraka. Hut his worldly name was Fr<(,dyumna and in 
the prime of i)is youth, it is said, he was a minister. By the 
advice of S ri Aldiaya-devtt Suri ht; renounce<l the worldly life 
and havino left ids four wives, be entered the mvetic life 
Siddluorajo JayasinJin, the grcait. monarch of (hijarat, of the 
twelfth century V. S., was highly impressed by his great 
personality and wide-spread weil-versedness. 

( c ) Ganadharas - their names. Unease etc. 

Sranumu Bluiyavdn Mahdvira. had eleven {janttdlutrtcs in 
all. All except Ind/rabkut/i (rauUima and SudhurrtM Swiimt 
had attained NirvTina or Final Enuineipation <luring the life- 
time of their celebrated preceptor. .IndrahhuJ/i (raukmvi- and 
Sudharmd Su'd^ni iiad attained moksa at Rdjiup'ika, after the 
Nirvana of S'ramana Bhayavdn Maluivira,. 

All ganadliaras belonged to tlie higli-born families. Being 
directly under the guidance of Sramana Bh,agavdn, Mahavira, 
the^ became wide-read professors and knew all the twelve 

Ahgas along with fourteen Purvan. 

« 

The Table attached herewith supplies all information 
about thq eleven ganadharas. 



Serial No. 
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I 


Serial No 

Name of 
the Gariadhara 

Parents’ 

N arne 

Lineage 
( Gotra ) 

Place of 
Birth 

(J aamasthana) 

1 

Indrabhuti 

Vasubhuti 
and Pfithivi 

Gautama 

The Village 
of Gobara in 
Magadha 

2 

Agnibhuti 


ff 

ff 

3 

Vayubhfiti 

»♦ 

T? 

>1 

4 

Vyakta 

Dharinamitra 
and Vjruni 

Bharadvaja 

Ivoll&ga- 

-SanniveSa 

5 

Sudharma 

Dbamiuila 
and Bliaddita. 

Agnivaisyil- 

yana 


6 

Mandika 

Dhauadeva f 
and 

Vijayadevi i 

Vasistha 

Maurya sanni- 
vesa 

7 

Maurya 

Maurya and 
VijayJdevi 

KaSyapa 


8 

Akampita 

Vasu and 
Nanda 

Htlrita 

Mithila 

9 

AcalabhrJtil ... 

Deva and 
Jayaati 

Gautama 

KoSala 

i 

10 

MetJrya 

i Datta and 
■ Varunadevi 

Kaundiya 

i The Village 

1 of Tunsika in 

1 KoS&mbi 

11 

Prabhasa 

1 Bala and 
AtibhadrJ 

1 

i 

i 

1 

1 

iRajagriha nagar 


f After the death of her first husband Dhandeva, Vijayadevi 
lived with Maurya, This shows that widow-remarriage was in vogue 
in those days. 
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Name of Con- 
stellation at 
the time of 
Birth ■ 

( Naksatra ) 

Duration 
of house- 
hold lilij 
( Gfiha- 
vasa ) 

Duration 
of life 
incognito 
( Chad- 
mastha- 
paryaya ) 

Duration of 
life in state of 
Perfect Kno* 
wledge iKeva- 
li Paryaya) 

Total 

age 

Remarks 

Jyestha 

50 years 

30 years 

12 years 

92 years 


Kfitika 

46 years 

12 years 

16 years 

7 i years 


Swati 

42 years 

10 years 

18 years 

70 years 


« 

Sravana 

50 years 

12 years 

18 years 

80 years 


Uttanlphal- 

50 years 

42 years 

8 years 

100 years 

He was 

guui 

Mag ha 

1 53 years 

! 14 years 

16 years 

83 years 

the first 
Fattadh- 
ara of the 

Rohini | 

i 

65 years 

j 

1 

1 : 

15 years * 

1 6 years 

1 95 years 

Jaina- 
jChiirch. § 

i 

i 

MrigaSirsa j 

i 

46 years | 

12 years ! 

14 years 

1 

! 72 years 


UttaraSadha 

48 years 

1 

9 years 

2 1 years 

78 years 

! 

1 

i 

A^vini 

36 years 

I 

10 years 

16 years j 

1 

62 years 

1 

Pusya 

• 

16 years 

8 years 

16 years j 

40 years 



§ Of- ^JTfOTirriTtir | 


( TapftgacchapatUvali, Ed-by Kalyanavijayaji ). 
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(d) Summary of the Text. 

We give below a summary of the text of Gana(J,haravdda 
which is contained in Gdthds running from 1549 to 2024 of 
the Vis' csavas' y aka Bhdsya. 

(i) Jiva:-Indrahhuti Gautama^ the first Ganadhara^ puts 
forward his doubt about the existence of Soul and S'ratnana 
Bhagavdn Mahdvira removes the doubt by means of various 
evidences and illustrations. Explaining the meaning of the 
word ‘ Ji’va ’ the Bhagavdn remarks that ‘ Jiva ’ does not 
signify body-rie/ia-but it signifies the Soul-d<?Ha-which is full 
of cognizance. Body is only inanimate. 

Srnrli ( remembrance ), jijhdsd ( desire for knowledge ), 
cikh'sd ( desire for activity ), jigamisd ( desire for movements ) 
and sams'aya (doubt) etc. are the properties of Soul, which being 
self-evident is pralyaksa or directly apprehended. Since body 
is corporeal and physically visible, properties like cognizance 
etc, cannot reside into it. These properties are contained in 
Soul, because it is a-nmrta or incorporeal and a~cdksusa or 
beyond the range of [thysical sight. This shows that Soul is 
absolutely different from body. 

In reply to the argument of the Vedftntists that Soul, being 
one and the same everywhere, can never bo classified, Sramana 
Bhagavdn Mahdv%ra Swdmi contends that if the Soul were 
one absolute entity perva«iing everywhere, it ought to have 
been apprehended as one all-pervading element like dkds'a 
even in case of each and every i^inda or body. But that is 
not so. The Soul varies with the shape and size of pinda or 
body. Besides, if we deny the existence of Soul, there would 
be noth i no like sukha-dnhkha and Bandha-Moksa in this world. 

O • 4 

The Soul is accepted as vijhdnaghana or an asseuiblage 
of many vijiiduas ( cognitions ), firstly because it is identical 
with vijhdna which is upayoga ( attention ) either of the type 
of jhtxna ( knowledge ) or that of dars'ana ( perception ) and 
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seftondly because the soul has its each and every prctdes'a 
( the minutest portion ) formed from tlio assemblage of infinite 
modifications of vijndna. 

According to the Naiyuyika School, tlie Soul is devoid of 
vijhdna and hence inanimate. The Jaitux Preceptor refutes 
this theory by arguing that the soul is said to have been 
produced and destroyed only with regard to upayoga or attention 
but it is indestructible so far as vijndna is concerned on 
account of its vijhdna-aantati or the perpetual continuance 
of cognition. 

( ii ) Kof'ma : Solving the doubt of Agnibhuti, the second 
Oanadhai'a, S ranuiTia Bhagavdn Mahuvira Swdrni establishes 
the existence and significance of Karrna as follows : — 

Just as a sprout has seed as its hetu or cause, the pleasure 
and pain experienced by the people of this world must also 
liave some sort of hetu. This lietu is nothing but deeds or 
Karnias of the living beings in their past life. Just as the 
body in youth has the body in childhood to precede it, the 
body in childhood has also some sort of buily to precede it. 
The body foru»ed of Karmas of the past life and hence 
known as Kdrmana Sartra^ precedes the body in childhood. 

Just as each and every act performed by a living being 
in this world yields a fruit, as is seen in case of tilling tlie 
ground and many other acts, so also the acts of charity etc. 
undertaken by a living being undoubtedly yield fruit which is 
nothing but Karma. 

o 

Since a majority of living beings is found unhappy and 
only a few' of them are found happy, we can easily infer that 
there are only a few wh(» perform good actions and tliero are 
many who perform evil actions. It should bo noted that 
Karma here is different ^ from Kriyd or action, as Karma 

beciomes Kdrya, and Kriya the Kdrana. 

* • 

Since pleasure and pain etc. are the properties of soul, 
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the soijl would become their samavayi-karana or the intimate 
cause, and Karma a nimitta or the external cause. Karma, 
is corporeal. 

Since Karmana S'arira is closely connected with jiva, it 
is beynnd the power of senses to percive it. But there is no 
doubt that it is a sort of mksma ( subtle ) s'artra of an interior 
nature. Consequently, like the variegated transformations 
found iti clouds, vicitrata or variegations should be accepted 
in case of Karmana Sarh'a as well. 

The Soul is connected with Karnui as intimately as a 
mnrta ghata is connected with a-murta akaa'a or a murta 
finger is connected witli the a-niurta actions of expansion 
and contraction. 

So, like seed and sprout, body and Karma are mutually 
related as hatu and hetumat rendering thereby the Karnm~ 
samtana ancidi or beoinnincfless. 

Finally, by the help of Veda-padas, the Bhagavdn esta- 
blishes Karnui as the intervening agent which helps the soul 
in the production of iH)dy. He further explains that jnmya is 
produced by holy deeds and papa by unholy deeds. 

( Hi ) Relation Between Soul and Body : According to 
Vdyuhhuti, the third (Janadhara, soul and body are identical. 
But the|Great Preceptor explains hiui the relation between soul 
and body in details and removes his illusion. According to him, 
cetand or consciousness is not the property of each one of 
the five hhut-as or principal elements which constitute the body, 
but cetand is the intrinsic quality of soul residing into a group 
of hhutas. For, if cetand were the quality of all bhutas taken 
together, it ought to exist it* a dead body as well. Bftt it 
does not happen so. 

# 

Just as Devadatta, who recollects an object perceiVed 
through the five windows of a palace in the past, is different 
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from the 6ve windows as well as the palace, so also a person 
recollecting an object apprehended by the five senses of a body, 
is different from the body and its five senses. 

When Devadatta recalls an object seen through a number 
of windows, even when the windows are closed, it is’ dtmaa 
or soul that recollects the object perceived through sense- 
organs even when the sense-organs iuivc ceased working as 
in case of benumbed state of blindness, deafness etc. This 
shows evidently that dtman is ditferent from indriyas. Or, 
say, for example, a soul wlto observes a person eating tamarind 
by means of eyes, and exhibits vikaras or perversion by disti- 
lling saliva etc. by means of tongue is decidedly tlifferent from 
eyes as well as tongue. Or, atnhun is dilferent from indriyas, 
because having seen an object by means of eyes, dtman holds 
it by means ol’ hands. 

In reply to the Buddlnslic theory that like all objects, 
jiva is destructible, it is argued that one who remembers the 
incidents that happetted in former time and place, is existing 
like Devadatta who is able to recollect his experience of 
childhood. So, the soul also can never vanish on account of 
its being able to recollect the past life. 

Bauddhas iiAxoviitv the destructibility of jkdana ( knowledge ) 
by means of statements sucli as “ Yat sat t<tt sarvani ksanikam ” 
and *■ BkavijiidnasantutayoJi sattvdh etc. But if tlie <lestruc- 
tibility of knowledge were accepte<i, there would be al>solute 
negation of smarana. Jhdna of the 'peamata ( or the perceiver ) 
should, therefore, be taken as indestructible. Jhdna being a 
quality could never exist without a substance. This shows 
distinctly that soul is distinguished from body. 

f'urther, according to Bauddhas, ksanikatd or iuipermajience 
is recognized neither by m<j,ans of sell— perception jkjt by the 
help of perception through sense-organs, but by means of 
dnumdnd or inference only. They further believe tliat the 
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earlier moments of apprehension create such a desire during 
the later moments of apprehension that by virtue of that desire, 
even a ksanika vijttdnu having only one support is able to 
apprehend other jhunas and their viaayas. But the theory 
advanced by Bauddhas is fallacious. For, vdsana or desire 
mentioned above, could be applie<l only when it is related to 
vdgaka or vdsantya and could never be applied to the knowledge 
that vanishes immediately after its birth. 

Lastly, if lUman were taken to be ksanika, a number of 
faults such as production of many objects at a time, retention 
of vijhdna, and violation of the law of cause and effect etc., 
would crop up. These faults could only be avoided if soul 
were taken as susceptible to utpdda or production, vyaya or 
destruction, and dhrauvya or retention. 

In addition to all these arguments, the sentences of Vedas 
also lead to establish that dtman is different from body. 

( iv ) Existence of Elements : In course of discussion with 
the fourth Gawidhnra named Vyukta^ the Bhagavdn explains 
the vali«lity of the view that elements do exist. 

Since jh^a etc are contained in hhiitas or elements, doubt 
about hhiitas gives rise to doubt about the existence of all 
leading to the idea of all-pervading negation. Consequently, 
we will bo compelled to take the whole Universe as nothing 
but illusion or dream. And accorditig to this notion of all- 
pervading negation, there will be no distinction between sva- 
nuUa or one’s own opinion and pora-mata or another’s opinion, 
hrasva or small, and dirglui or long and so on. 

Some objects are self-accomplished like a cloud produced 
as a result of collision, with the element h.s a cause without 
the help of any Kartci or agent. Some objects are accomplished 
like ghaUi by means of an outsiue agent, while some other 
objects are produced by means of their virtues as well as the 
outside agents as in the case of a child produced by means 
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of. its parents as well as its own Knrmas. Lastly, there 
also exist some objects which are permanently accomplished 
like sky. 

Whatever is accepted and apprehended by us as being 
produced by means of samagri or a group of materials, is 
nothing but a collection of atoms. This naturally leads us to 
believe in the existence of atoms. 

Out of the five main hlmUts or elements, the first four viz. 
Prithvi ( earth ), ap ( water ), ( fire ) and Vaiju are sa-cetana 

or animate because the symptoms of celatm are found in all 
of them. But the fifth element vu, akas a ( sky ) being 
a-murta or incorporeal, acts only as a support and has no life.® 

Though distinct from the variations of clouds etc., bodies 
made of the first four elements are only so long as 

they are unstriick by any implement. These bodies turn lifeless 
immediately if and when tliey are struck by some implement. 

At this {a)int, the Bliagiivan explains the important doctritte 
of Ahimsd or non vloletuie. lie dictates that aecordiuLr to 
the specific laws of morality, that which results in evil con- 
sequences is called himsd and that which results in gocnl 
fruition is called a-hirnsd. 

One does not commit Jmmd in spite of his striking n Jtva 
if his motive in doing so is beneficial at the end; on the 
other hand, a person is said to have committed himsd on 
account of his evil motive. Inspite of his abstention from 
striking a living being. 

All these facts lead to prove tliat the hlmUis do exist, 
and that out of the five main bhtUns, the first four are 

^ V ) Identity of Existence: Sudhannan^ the fifth 
Ganadhara, asksd a question as to whether a living being in 

m 

6. Vegel>abl(ifi being only a variety of Prtkvl shouM be hioIiuI m] 

under Frthvi] 

♦ 
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this world lived a similar life in the other world, S'ranxana 
Bhagavan Mafmvxra Sicaint removes his illusion by the follow- 
ing explanation . — 

Attainment of re-birth or existence in the other world 
depends upon the Karnias of an individual. The Karma — 
handha — which binds the soul to the body — -is caused by 
mithydtva ( wrong belief ). a-virati ( non-renunciation ) ^pramdda 
( carelessness ), and yoga ( vibrations set up in the soul through 
mind, body, and speech ). Para-bhava, being dependent upon 
Karma^ happens to be viciira like Karma. So, if the life in 
two existences were one and the same, there would be no 
scope for an increase or decrease in it. In such a case, one 
who is rich in this life would become rich in the next life 
also, and a poor man in this life would remain poor in the 
next life as well. Thus, there would be nothing like progress 
or retardation, if this and the other life were to bo the same 
or identical. And consequently, there w’ould be no justification 
for the practice of religious duties and juous deeds in this world. 

This sliows clearly that similarity or identity between the 
two bhavas or existences would never be possible, and the 
belief is refuted by means of Veda-padas like ‘‘ S'rugdlo vai 
eS(t jayate yah sa-jrarifjo dahyatc ” etc. also. 

( lY ) BamHia and Moksa: Since body and soul are 
connected with each other as hetu and hetumat^ they must 
have per|)etual continuance. The tendency of body is such 
that it becomes the cause of the future body and effect of 
the past kannas. In case of an anddi santdiia also, that 
which is the cause of future body and effect of the past 
one, becomes decidedly a perpetual ooutinuauce of body and 
Karma. This proves the existence of Karnia-handlia. ' 

The mutual relation between Jvxi and Karma is endless and 
beginuiugless ( aaadi ananta ) like sky, and at the same time 
beginningless but limited ( anddi sdnta ) like that between 



17 


gold and stone. The cmadi atuinta relation exists with regard to 
n-hhavycc or mean jiiHts, and the ana<h sanUt relation exists 
with regard to bhavya or higher souls. 

Bkavya means that which is fit for the attainment of 
Siddhi. The group of such hhuvyas is endless like akfis'a, 
and hemJe it could never be destroyed. 

Moksa means separation or shedding off of the karma- 
pfidgalas from soul. Mok$a is neither kritaka or artificial, nor 
a-nity-i or impermanent. It can be said to be a-n/itya only 
to the extent that everything is iiUya or everlasting as dravya 
( substance ) and a-mtya or impermanent as paryaya or 
modification. Like eonsciousnese movement is also an important 
property of soul. 

Free souls possess movements. .But these free souls 
cannot go beyond Siddlaiksetra in absence of dkarmastdeaya. 
DharnuiMikdya and Adharmnatikdya are the only two factors 
which distinguish loka from a~loka. 

Like Kala, Mrikuitma, is also a».ad%. I hat is, just as 
nobinly knows which was a first day or a first nigl't, since the 
stream of Kdla flows on from limes immemorial, in the same 
way no body knows when the first free soul came into existence. 
Innumerable siddkas or rnukta beings couhl Vh'. contained in one 
siddha-ksi'tra by virtue of their a-murtiUva or formlessness as 
the Siddha-ksetra has only limited dimensions. 

Bandha and Moksa are, therefore, laid down as piisitive 
factors existing by virtue of Karmas as shown alwve. 

( vii-viii ) Existence of Devas and Narakas: Existence of 
devas or gods and iVdrakas or hellish denizens could be proved 
in various ways. , 

At the time of a Tirthahkara's birth, many gods aiid 
goddesses • come to this world to pay their homages. 
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Like luminary gods such as Moon etc. other gods are 
also perceptible. Here if it is said that Moon etc., are not 
luminary gods but they are mere places of habitation, there 
ought to exist inhabitants of these places also. And these 
inhabitants are none but gods. 

It is impossible to find people in this world who are cent 
percent happy or cent percent unhappy. For, in this world, 
a happiest man is undoubtedly affected by some sort of disease, 
or old age, and an extremely miserable man will experience 
the happy breeze of cool wind, and the brightness of light. 
From this point of view, human beings could never be called 
cent per cent happy or cent per cent unhappy. It is the 
Ndrakas or hellish denizens only who are destined to the 
cent per cent misery and it is the dcvas or divine beings who 
enjoy cent per cent happiness. It is true that sometimes a 
human being is allegorically called a ' god ’ but we should 
not forget that unless ami until the principal meaning of a 
word is attained, the secondary meaning could never be 
attributed to it. All these arguments show that although gods 
and imrakas arc aonksusn i. e., beyond the perce{)tion ol senses, 
they do exist. 

( ix ) Pdpa-Plinva : There are five different theories about 
the existence of pdiHi-imnya : — 

( 1 ) There existH alone which iucreaBee or decreases 

causing })leasure or pain. ( 2 ) There exists papa alone which 
increases or decreases causing pain or pleasure. ( 3 ) Panya and 
pTipa exist in a combined state like mecakamapi. (4) Picnya and 
papa are independent of each other. ( 5 ) There is nothing like 
Karma, and hence there is nothing like papya and papa also. 

S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdvira Swdmt refutes all the 
above-mentioned theories and estai^lishes his own in this way : — 

Just as a potter accompanied by earth, stick, wheel etc. 
happens to bo the cause of ghata, there do exist piinya and 
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piipa which are but respectively good and evil forms of Karma, 
that works as the hetu or cause in the production of body. 
Though there exist visible hetus like father and mother in the 
production of body, there do exist invisible hetus like punyas 
and papas also, which determine the form proportionate or 
im-proportionate, beautiful or ugly, according as it is due to 
punya or j>o2ya. In other words, s'uhha s'artra is tVie product ol 
punya karma, and a-s'ttbha s'artra is the pro«iuct of'pajixt karma. 

Like the murta yhata which becomes the cause of a-inurta 
jhdna, the mw'ta karma is also the cause of a -murta sukha- 
duhkha or pleasure and pain etc. The experience of exquisite 
happiness is caused by the abundance of 'punya and the 
experience of utmost miseries is due to the abundance of sins. 

Punya and jxqta which thus act as the causes of happiness 
and miserj’ are independent of each otiier. Since there is no 
reason for the Karma-bandha rd’ 'pmyya and taken 

together, they can never exist in a combined state like me'eaka 
mani. As seen before, mithydiva, a-virati, kamya, pramada 
and yoga are the main causes <d‘ Kirtna-handha. None of 
these causes happens to operate in case of the production of 
a combined state of mecakamani. 

Fruition of jtva s'uhha or as'ubha turns the Karma s'uhha 
or as'ubha at the time of apprehension. 

Food of the same kind produces blood, flesh and saliva 
etc. in the body on one hand, and results in useful refuge of 
foeces and urine also on the other hand. In the same way. 
Karma though apprehended in similar ways, results as s'uhha 
or a-s'ubha by virtue of par duima and ds'raya. Thus, according 
to Jainism, there do exist punya and as separate entities. 

^ X ) Para-bhava or the Other World: Since Atman is 
susceptible to production, (destruction and retention as seen 
befenre, it must have an access to the next world. When 
jiva first apprehends yhata and then apprehends pata. the 



appreljension of glmta — known as ghata-crtana — is destroyed, 
that about pata — or — is produced and the cetana is 

retained in a continuous range of consciousness existing from 
times ' immemorial. 

The same is the case with jivas which are staying in 
this W’orld, or which have already passed to the other world. 
For, since tliey are susceptible to iitpada, vyaya, and dhrctuvya, 
they have a natural access to the next world. 

Moreover, if there were absolute negation of para-loka 
the coinmanduients of performing agndiotra etc. for one 
desirous of Salvation, ami the prescription of the rewards of 
righteous deeds such as charity etc. would be of no avail. 

( xi ) Nirvana or Final Emancipation: Buddhistic theory of 
Nirvana is this : — A lamp, when extinguished, does never 
fade into any sort of earth, ether or space, but it only pacifies 
itself; .so also, the Soul, when finally liberuteed ( from body) 
does never fade into eartli or sky, nor does it pass to any of 
the tiirections, but it only attains pacification at the removal 
of worldly bondages of sukha-dulihha 

There is another theory also, w'hich asserts that rnoksa or 
nirvana is a peculiar positive condition of the soul, at the 
attainment of Absolute Knowledge and Perception, when all 
sorts of miseries such as affection, enmity, pride, avarice, 
infatuation, birth, death, old ago, and diseases etc. have 
been removed. 

Refuting both the above-stated theories, S'ramana Bhaga- 
vdn Maliavira asserts that moksa means the entire separation 
of Karma from the region of soul. Since the mundane world 
has its production due to Karma ^ it vanishes with Karma. 
But jtoal'va happens to exist from times immemorial, and is 
not protluced by Karma. So, jh'atva, naturally, can never 
vanish wdth Karma. It is not proper, therefore, to beiieve 
that at the time of Nirvana^ jtva vanishes like fi lamp. 
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. . Keally speaking, the flame of lamp does not .vanish 
entirely but it only changes its form. Just as milk changes 
its form into curds, the flame of lamp changes into darkness. 
The minute particles of the flame of a lamp transform them- 
selves into still more minute particles t)f darkness which are 
not perceptible. But that does not mean that they have 
ceased to exist entirely. As a matter of fact, the light-parti- 
cles of the flame which were perceptible to the eye would 
become perceptible to m)se when turned into darkness. Bo, 
the lamp does not entirely die away, but it only changes from 
light into darkness which is perceptible. Like a lamp, a jiva 
is also said to have attained Nirvana or Final Emancipation, 
when that jiva [)asses into a new form which is a-niurta, 
free from Karma-handJias and wluch is unobstructible. This, 
therefore, shows that tlie j)ure, eternal, positive condition of 
jiva at the removal of obstructions like sukha duhlcha is called 
the state of Nirvana or Final Emancipation to the jiva. 

Like a sage, engrossed i?t the highest bliss of Absolute 
Knowledge, a Muktatmd liberated from the bondages of ail 
sorts of worldly miseries like birth, death and old aoe etc. 
enjoys a blissful state of Berfect Knowledge. 

Finally, explaining the real interpretation of the sentences 
of Vedas such as *' Na /<« vai sns'arirasya ’priiiii'^riyayoyaiM- 
tirasti ” as well as “ As ariram vd vasaiUum priyd’priye im 
sjiris'ataJj’^ etc., S ramana Bhayavdn Mahdvira Stvdnii convinees 
the Ganadhara of the validity of the theory of Nirvdrta and 
removes all his doubts. (For further explanation see discusssion 
with the last Ganadhara ). 

II The Author-flis Life, Works and Dates. 

(a) Life. 

•Jinahhadra Gani Ksamas ramana is the author of this 
splendid work. Very little is known about his life. Vet, 
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there is no doubt that the author was a highly-esteemed 
scholar of his affe.** 

O 

He was the first Saina writer and preacher who had 
consistently attempted to inter{>rete and explain the principles 
of the Jaina Canon ( or the religious principles preached by 
the great Jinas ) in such a manner as to appeal to the, intellect 
of the people. That is to say, be did not instruct his pupils 
or followers only in a traditional artificial way without caring 
for the inner motive or spirit of the preachings. Though he 
preached the same old traditional principles of the Jainc, 
Canon, he interpreted and explained them in a logical way 
so as to appeal to their intellect. He was, therefore, accepted 
by the people as an unparalleled preacher and scholar of 
the age and hence was awarded the title of 
“ yugapradhdna 

His knowledge was not confined to the religious lore, but 
6. Here are the tiilnites paid to him by fieveial commentators! — 

ii ^ ii 

— Tilakacarya in liis Avas'ayaka Vritti, 

( ii ) i 

— Mun/i Candra Su'ri in Arnara Caritra. 

(iii) few ^ fefew II 

^ 5jJT?r !IorfrfewfeR?gif*iT5Tf 

feff<is[nfe^fpsnToiH; u 

^Malayagtri Suti in his Cominontary on Rrihai Ksetra Sfxrnusa, 

7. Vidi' ’qiirior i 

^Sr- II 

— S iddficmna Sdri in his Curni on Jikikalpasutra* 
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he 'was well-versed in the sciences of mathematics, etymology, 
prosody, and phonology also.^ 

Still, howor, Acdrya Jmahhwlra Gani was the staunch 
and orthodox upholder of the traditional ./ai/ia Canon. Though 
he knew many sciences, his extensive knowledge and intelligence 
were taken advantage of only for establishing the authenticity 
and validity of the Jaina Ayamas. He is therefore, taken as 
one of the pioneer tiguma-pradhdna or orthodox Acdryas.'^ 

He used to take the support of logical illustrations and 
inferences only partially in the sense that such illustrations or 
inferences were quoted only it they strengthened the view- 
point of the tjaditioual Jaina Agama.<, aiul were rejected if 
they went against the traditional preachings The example of 
his predecessor SiddJiaseiia Divdkai’a is welWnown. Siddhasena 
was a free-minded hut logical intcr[)rcter. His works are 
full of original thoughts and independent ideas irresjiective 
of their beino dilFereut from or similar to the traditional Jaina 
Agamas. The theory that Absolute Knowledge and Absolute 
Perception do not take jilace simultaneouly but one after the 
other, has been proved by him by tlie hel|>of logical inferences 
and concrete illustrations, Siddkasca thus went against the 
traditional view of the Jaina Agamas according to w'hich the 
Kevala-Jhdna and the Kevala,-Dars‘ana took place simultane- 
ously. Jinabhandra Gani Ksatnds'ramana repudiates the theory 

8. Vide i 

( Ibid ) 

9. Vide I 

• ( Ibid ) 

Algo, vide JZtakalpasidva ( E<1 -by Miuni Jinavfjayaji ), Edibor^g 
Preface, p, 7. 
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of StddJmsena Divdkara in his Vis'esdvasyaka Bhds'ya and 
re-establishes the original theory of tlio Jaina Agamas that 
Kevftlfh Dars'ana and K( vala ,/ndna take place siuiultaneously.^® 

Jinabhadra Gani is, thus, well-renowned as the preserver 
of the Jaina traditions. 

That Jmahhadra Gani Ksamd S'ramana was an orator of 
ogtablished reputation is known from several sources. The 
commentator Hcmcandrac'drya MaladJidri refers to Jinahhadra 
Gani as “ Uj^a Jinahhadra Ksamd S'ramandh Vydkkydtdrah 
Another commentator named Koiydcdrya who has written 
a Commentary on tlie Vise sdvas'y aka lihdsya, pays him a tribute 
to the sa»ue effect in the last verse of his commentary. 
He says’^ 

| 

f^irfq H!»qrrf 

Ko more information is available about the life of this 
great Acdrya. 

(h) Works. 

Jniabhadra Gani Ksamd S'ramana is said to luive composed 
the following works ; — 

( i ) Vis'esdva.-i' yaka Bhdsya : This welknovvn work has 
been ranked as one of the most important and highly esteemed 
works of Jain, ism. The author himself wrote a commentary 
on this Bhdsya in Sanskrit. Jinahhadra Gani has earned 

10. Vide ^«oi- ;rfoft^3ft*T ( JT»*TfiiT ) I 

11. Vide “Short History of Jaina Literature" Ed. by M. D. Desai, 
p. 152, foot-note. 
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the reputation as a eoaitnentator mainly from this work. For, 
wherever he has been referred to as Bhmyakdra^ the references 
have been quoted from Yisemvas'yaka Bhdsycx,. But as has 
been suggested in the Preface to the JUa Kalpa it 

is not improbable if Jinabhadra Oani Ksamd S ramanci, had 
composed other hhdsyas as well. Take, for example, the 
following' verse from the Vis'esdvas*ayaka Bhd^ya — 

qmWT II II 

In this verse, the examples of poggala ( flesh ) rtwdaya 
( sweet-balls ) danla ( teeth ) pharusaga ( a potter ) and 
vudasdla ( the branch of a tree ) have not been explained in 
details by the commentators. Acdrya llemacaikdra Midadhari 
suggestively remarks that ' 

(These exaijjples should be understood in details from Nis eeiha) 

Kotydcdrya^^ also leaves the remark unexplained merely 
by saying “ fsT^fm ( We shall explain this in Ms’cefJia) 

The question arises as to who is the author of Nisectha. 
The tradition does not give the credit of authorshi|) either to 
Hemacandrdcdrya Maladhdri or to Kotydcdrya. ISo, it is probable 
that the commentary must have been written by Jmuh/uMJ la 
(?dm’and the sentence found in the commentary 

of Kotydcdrya might have orginally belonged to the 
commentary written by S'rt Jinahkadra Gani ksamd s'ramana 
himself A* 

12. Vide J%ta Kalpa Sutra Preface Page 1). 

13. Whose Commentary has not been juibliBhed, but is preserved 
in the Bhd^iddrhara Resoarch IiiBtitute, Foo'ua. 

14. Jinavijayaji gives another evidence for this behef. In a 
miecekancous collection of several stray C«>minentari< s ( which he 
poBsesS'iS ) the compiler gjocs three verse.* ol Nv-'t'dluf, Sl'u'jya and 
makes the following remark af the end :■» 

( Preface to Jlta Kalpa Sutra pp. D- 10 ) 



Unfortunately these couiinentaries are not available, at 
present, and we have to depend mostly on conjectures. The 
commentary of Kotyacarya is preserved in a tattered condition 
in the Bhandr:irk(mi Research Institute, Poona. The only 
available coumientary is thatofiS'»’t Maladhdri Hemacandrdcdrya. 

( a ) Brihai Samgrahani — This work runs in almost 500 
verses. Aca/rya Malayayiri Su,ri has written a commentary on 
this Work in SanskriL The work along with the Commentary 
has already been published. 

( iii ) Brihat Ksctra-Saniasa—lLhi^ is also a similar work. 
Acarya S ri Malayagtri Suri, and others liave w'ritten commen- 
taries and the work along with the commentaries is published. 

( iv ) JUa KaJpa Sutra — This work lays down various 
religious practices to be followed by tlie Ja%na monks. The 
work is also dealing with the ten types of remonstration. 
The subject of remonstration has already been treated in the 
Cheda- mfrus and other works. Jinahhadra Goni seems to have 
composed this work witli a view' to treat the subject in a 
precise and comprehensive manner. 

The oldest commentary available on tliis w'ork at present 
is the mrni of SiddhasciM in Prakrit. In his Gurni, Siddha- 
sena remarks at one [)iaee that there existed some other 
cui-nP^ also, before he composed his one, but that is not 
available at present. On this Gurni of Siddhasena^ Sri 
Gandra Suri has written explanatry notes in Sanskrit. 

Resides the curni of Siddhasena, there is one more curni 
available in Prakrit verses. It is difficult to say whether it 
is the same curni that he refers to or it is different from Ids 
own. Nothing is kuowm about the author and the date of 
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composition either from the portion in the beginning or one 
at the end.^“ 

(v) Viiesanavah .‘—This book is a miscellaneous ■ work 
comprised into nearly 400 Prakrit verses and is not publishdd 
as yet. 

In addition to the above-mentioned live works, some people 
consider Dhyana-s'ataka which has been incorporated by 
Acarya Maharaja Harihhadra Suri in his commentary on the 
Avas'yaka Sutras, also to be the composition of JiiuMuidra 
Oani Ksanid—s'ramana. But there are not sufficient evidences 
to convince us of his authorship of Dhayana-S'ataka, 

( c) Date 

There are no definite means that help us to fix the exact 
date of Jiuahkadra (rani ksarnd-sramana. Still, however, the 
tradition of various PattCmdis throws considerable light on the 
problem. The tradition of the PaUCmdis written after the 
sixteenth century ( V. S. ) tells ns that ,J rii,ah}i(ulra (rani 
ksamcis' rammui flourished 1115 years after the Mvrvanu of 
S'ramana Bkayavdn Mahdvira. This fixes tlie date somewhere 
about 645 V, S. 

There is another theory which assigns to Jinahhadra (Jani 
5oo years earlier than his commentator Maladhdri Hfnnacandrd- 
carya who is said to have flonrishe«l in 1175 V. S. Acsjording 
to this theory also, Jinahhadra (rani ksaritd-sramana must 
have flourished somewhere about 650-675 V, tS. 

The author of Tapdgaccha Paltdvali places Jinahhadra 
Gani kmmd-s'ramana iiH the contem|)orary oi A edry a, S'innian 
Harihhadra Suri who is said to have written a commentary 

16. At the end of this bhafya the only reference is this: — 

#r. fen ?ft 

^ifetrr I gw l i 

. ( J%ta K(d)j(i Sutra Pi-cfaot* l\ 17 ) 



28 


on Dhyana S'atuka. According to this view, Jinabhadra Gani 
had lived a long life of 104 years and though Acdrya 
Harihhiulra Huri was senior to him by 60 or 65 years, both of 
them happened to be contemporaries on account 'of the long 
life of Jinabhadra GaniJ"^ This view is not sound because 
Haribhadra Suri did not, in I'act, flourish in 530 V. S. or 
580 V. S. but he flourished between 757 and 875 V. S. 
as Muni Jinavijayaji has suggested. Secondly, S'riman 
Haribhadra Suri has frequently quoted Jinabhadra Gobi's 
sutras in his Avas'yaka Vritti. It is, therefore, clear that 
Jinabhadra Gani did not in any case flourish after 
Haribhadra Suri. 

According to other Pattdvalis, all of Jinabhadra Gani 
Haribhadra Suri, Devarddhi Gani ksarnas'ramana, S'ildnkdcdrya 
and Kdlakacdrya happened to be contemporaries. But the 
history of the development of Jainisui shows that the theory is 
wrongly based. The date of S'rhndn llari^diadra Suri has been 
fixed as the latter half of the eighth ami the first half of the 
9th century^ V. S., Jinabhadra Gani has been placed in the 
latter half of the 7th and the first half of the 8th century 
V, S. Devarddhi Gani kmmd s'ramana and Kdlakacdrya are 
said to have flourished in the beginning of the 6th century V. S. 

Leaving others aside, let us consider if Jinabhadra Gani 
and S'ilahkdcdrya happened to flourish at the same time. 
The tradition says that S'ilahkdcdrya was the priest of 
Vanardja, the king of Anahillapur Pdtana. If this is true the 
date of S'Uahkdcdrya falls somewhere near 800 V. S. since 
Vanuidja established his kingdom in 802 V. S. This places 
S'Udhkdcdrya undoubtedly as the contemporary of Acdrya Sree 
Haribhadra Surij\. Now some of the Pattdvalis refer to 


17. Vide Sri Tapdgcichchha PattavaXi ( Edited by ) Sit Kalydna 
Vijayaji Vol. I. page 98. 
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S'ilanJcacarya as the pupil of Jinahhadra Gani kmnia tframana. 
If this S'Uahkdcm'ya is the same as the commentator Kotya- 
cdrya several references about Jinahhadra Gani fountl in his 
commentary on the Vis' esavas'y aka Bhdsya do not in any way 
lead us to believe that SUatildcarya was the pupil of 
Jinahhadra Gani. Unfortunately, the first and last portions of 
this commentary are torn out,^® but in course of his commentary 
the commentator refers to Jinahhadra Gani ksoma s'ramana 
at several places, c. g. 

( i ) I 

( ii ) «f?r i 

(iii) 

(iv) I 

Although these references show how much respect the 
oommentatar luui for Jimddiadra Gani kiiamds'rmnuij,a, tliey 
do not in any way lead \is to believe that Jinahhadra Gani 
was his preceptor. On tlic contrary, we find a reference which 
shows a considerable gulf of time betweeii the dates of 
Jinahhadra Gani and S'Uahkaearya. The reference is this: — 

atWrf:, 

This reference shows that there were various readini^s of 

o 

Vis'eSiwas'yaka Bhasya in the time of S'ilahkdcdrya vvtiich 
means that a considerable period of time must have elapsed 
after the composition of the Vts'esdvas'yaka Bhdsy<i. This, 
therefore, prevents us from accepting the view that Jinahhadra 
Gani •kmmds' rumana was the preceptor and hence the contem- 
porary of S'ilahkdadrya. 

.... • 

f8. Vide Jitakalpa Sutra Preface pp. 14-15. 

19. Ibid p. 15. 
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Thus there are many difficulties in accepting Jinahhadfa 
Gani as the contemporary of S' Uankac^'ya or even HariWiadra 
Suriji. and others as mentioned before. 

It is, therefore, proper to believe that unless and until 
there is no evidence against the belief of the tradition, there 
is no objection in accepting the date of JincdjJiadva ksamd- 
s'raniana as roughly about the second half of the seventh 
century V, S. 

Ill Philosophy. 

(a) Ethics: 

According to Jainism, the main purpose of every living 
being on tliis earth, viz nirvana or final emancipation is attained 
in the simultaneous observance of these three main doctrines: 
( 1 ) Right Belief ( Faith in the teachings of Jinas ) (2) Right 
knowledge ( knowledge of his doctrine ) that leads to Salvation 
and ( 3 ) Right Conduct { Perfect Conduct ). According to the 
Jaina Philosophy, belief in real existence of fattvas is right 
faith. Knowledge of real nature without doubt or error is 
right knowledge. An attitude of neutrality without desire or 
aversion tow'ards the objects of the external world, is right conduct. 

Virtue consists of the five-fold conduct of one who has 
knowledge and faith : — 

1. Innocence— or a-himsu which is not mere negative 
abstention but positive kindness to all creation. 

2. Charity and truth-speaking. 

3. Honorable conduct— sncli as not stealing. 

4. Chastity in word, thought and deed. 

5. Renunciation of all worldly interests. * 

Jaina ethics lay stress on both faith and works. All those 
actions which lead to peace of mind are punya. Mimsd or in- 
fliction of suffering is the great siu or papa. 
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. Untruthfulness, dishonesty, unchastity, covetousness, autger, 
conceit etc. are other sources of sin. Sin is no offence 
against God, but only againt man according to Jaina ethics. 

The ethical system of the Jainas is more rigorous than 
that of the Buddhists. It looks upon patience as the highest 
good and pleasure of senses as a source of sin. 

The chief feature of Jainism is aJUmsd ( respect for all and 
abstention from injuring everything that has life. ) 

The Jainas repudiate the theory of the creation of the 
world out of nothing or as a series of accidents. According 
to them, there can neither he destruction of things that do 
exist nor can there he creation of things out of nothing. So, 
according to this view, there is no God necessary tor creation 
or destruction. 

Jainism looks upon God, nature, and soul, as as{)ects of 
the same. According to Jmna ethics there is no God except 
the soul in its ideal integrity. 

The Jaina philosophy tells us that the life of G(»<1 in 
heaven is one of the forms that a soul miglit assume by the 
accumulation of 'imnya ( merit ). According to them, Gods arc 
only embodied souls like men and animals difForont from them 
in degree but not in kind. 

The liberated souls are above gods. They are never bora 
again, and they have no connection with the world. Meditation 
or adoration of the Jinas sanctifies the soul. 

( b ) Theory of Soul : Plurality of spirits. 

According to the Jaina philosophy, the universe is filled 
with ^%vas. J\va means whatever is living and not whatever 
is mechanical. So, it corresponds to the life-elemant id’ 
Bergson. And since it is a subject of experience it al.so 
corresponds ‘to the monad of Leibniz, 
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Jainism does not seem to have made exact distinctions 
between jivtx anrl Afmau, a-jiva and matter. A jtva is a 
particular kind of existent beinjnf. 'Uhe liberated jiva freed 
from matter, is called the Atman. Atman means pure conscious- 
ness an tinted by matter. It excludes all space and externality. 
It is tho jiva purified and raised to the highest spiritual status, 
which is mere formless consciousness. 

On the other hand, pudgala is not pure matter untouched 
by consciousness. It already bears the impress of ‘spirit. 
Atman is the spirit of being and matter is the negative 
principle of non-living. The latter corresj)ond8 to the space 
of Bergson, or the materia prima of Leibniz. Tho bare 
materiality t)f pudgala is the direct op[)osite of spirit. A jtva 
is the combination of the two. It is material-spiritual. A soul 
loaded with matter is involved in bondage. AllyU’as in smnsara 
are associated with this negative element. 

Jainism believes that Atman or the pure spirit, pure 
matter, and jtva which is a combination of the two, are existent, 
though the first two are imperceptible to us. The pudgala 
skandha which we see, has also an element of consciousness, 
and is as much a jtva as others, so far as the essence is 
concerned. The jtva and the a-jiva of the Jainas are not 
empirical abstractions of Atman^ or consciousness, and matter 
or non-consciousness ljut the products of an interaction between 
the two. Strictly s[)caking, Atman and non-dtman are the 
primary elements. Jiva possesses more of self, a-jtva more 
of not— self. They represent two orders of arrangement in 
Ibe whole. 

Jainirn believes in plurality of spirits. The jtvas are 
many, but are alike eternal Their characteristic essence is 
never destroyed, however much it is obscured by external 
causes. They are regarded as possessing size which is varying 
in different cases. They contract and expand according to the 
dimensions of the body with which they are incorporated for 
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tb^r time being. Truly speaking, the essence of all j\vm is 
consciousness and it is only superficial to advance the theory 
of plurality of jtvas. It is only a relative conception, and 
cannot be taken as an ultimate truth. Still, however, this 
distinction of spirits is justifie<i in the sense that it distingui- 
shes good from the bad, Brdhnimuts^ Ksatriyas, Vmsyas, and 
Sudifts, from each other, insects, birds, snakes and so on. 
For, the Jaina canon dictates that if there were but one soul 
common to all beings, they could not be distinguished from one 
another, nor could they experience different lots; there would 
not be Brahmins, Ksatriyas, Vaisyas and S'udras; insects, 
birds and snakes. All would be men and gods. We make equal 
both those who lead a blameable life and those who, in this 
world, practise right conduct. 

Thus unlike other systems of philosophy, Jainism asserts 
the doctrine of pluralistic realism.®^ 

( c) The theory of Knowledge- 

Like the theory of 8011!, that of knowledge is also disti- 
nctive Jainism. The Jainas admit five kinds of knowledge 
VIZ., Mali, S'ruti, Avadhi, Marmhjjaraya, and Kevala. 

1. Mati is ordinary cognition obtained by normal means of 
sense-perceptions. We always have sense-perceptions or 
dars'ana prior to the rise of mati-jhdna. 

2. S'ruti or testimony is knowledge derived through 
signs, symbols, or words. While mati-jhdna gives us knowledge 
by acquaintance, this gives us knowledge by description. 

20. Vide Sutrakritdnga. ii. 7-48 and 51. 

21. • Cf Bosanquet-" Ifc is freely admitted that in cognition, tho 
self is universal. It goes out into a world which is beyond its own 
given being and what it meets there it holds in common with other 
selves/and in holding, it ceases to be a self-contained and repellant unit.” 

( Gifford Lectures, Second Series, Chajr. II ) 
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3. Avadhi is direct knowledtje of tbinofs even at a 
distance of time or space. It is knowledge by clairvoyance. 

4. Manahi>arydya is direct knowledge of the thoughts 
of others as in telepathic knowledge of other minds, 

5. Kevala or Perfect knowledge, comprehends all substan- 
ces and their various modifications. It is omniscience unlimited 
by time, .space, or object. This knowledge which is independent 
of the senses, which can only be felt and not described is possi- 
ble only for purified souls which are perfectly free from bondage. 

The first three kinds of knowledge are liable to error, 
while the last two cannot be wrono. 

o 

Knowledge is p'^atyaksa or direct when it is immediate, 
and or indirect when it is mediated by some other 

kind of knowledge. Of the five kinds of knowledge, rnati and 
is'ruti art! and the rest pralyttk^a,, 

Ci'tdnd or consciousness is the essence of j\v(t and the 
two matiifostations ol" cctana are perception ( dars'ftna ) and 
intelligence { jhdna ). In dars'na the details are not perceived 
while in jnuna they arc. The former is simple apprehension, 
the latter conceptual knowledge. 

The relation between knowledge and its object is an 
external one with regard to physical objects, though it is not 
so with regard to self-consciousness. The consciousness of 
the jiva is ever active and this activity reveals its own nature 
as w'ell as that of the object. Jneya or object of knowledge 
includes self and non-self. Like light, jndna reveals itself and 
other objects. The N^yaya—Vms'esika theory that knowledge 
reveals oidy external relations but not itself is rejected by 
the Jamas. In knowing any object, the self knows itself 
simultaneously. Knowlexlge is always apportioned by the self, 
according to them, and the question as to how consciousness 
can reveal the unconscious object is dismissed, by them as 
absurd, since it is the nature of knowledge that reveals objects. 
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. . With regard to self-oonsciousness, the relation between 
jhana and jheya is very intimate. Jhdnin and jndna, are also 
inseparable though distinguishable. In self— consciousness, the 
subject of knowledge, the object of knowledge and knowledge 
itself become different aspects of a single concrete entity. 

There are no jtvas without jhana since that would take 
away the cetana or conscious character of the jtvas and reduce 
them to the level of a-jtva dravyas and there can be no jhana 
without selves ; for that would make jhana foundatiouless. 

In its perfect condition, the soul is pure. Jhana and 
dars'ana ( knowlege and intuition ) arise simultaneously or are 
together. In the mundane jtvas, jhana is preceded by dars'ana. 

Perfect knowledge is free from doubt ( sams'aya ) perver- 
sity ( vimoha ) and indefiniteness ( vibhrama ) 

The Karmas which obscure the different varieties of 
dars'ana are dars'andvarantya karmas and those which ob.scurc 
the different kinds of jhana are jhunavarantya karmas. 

These impediments are passions and emotions. All 
knowledge resides in the soul though it manifests itself when 
the disturbing media are removed. 

( d ) Karma : 

Karma is another important topic of the Ja.%na philosophy. 
Kwrma, according to the Juinas, is of material nature (pudf/altka). 
The kind of matter fit to manifest Karma fills all cosmic 
space. It has the peculiar property of developing the effects 
of merit and demerit. The soul by its commerce with the 
other world becomes literally penetrated with the particles of 
subtle matter. These become Karma and build up a special 
body called ‘‘ Karmana S'artra. ” which does not leave the 
soul 'till its Final Emancipation, 

Jtvas which are found on this world in infinite number, 
are *of three, kinds ( 1 ) Nitya siddha or the ever perfect ( 2 ) 
Mukta or. the liberated and (3) the Baddha or the bound. 
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The second variety of jtvas does not become embodied. 
They have achieved their purity and dwell in a state of super- 
mundane perfection unconcerned with worldly affairs. The 
mundane jivas are a prey to illusion, and are condemned to 
the yoke of matter through an infinite succession of lines. 
The freed souls are absolutely pure and free from any tint of 
matter. They are the nirupFidhi jivas leading a life of pure 
existence and infinite consciousness and possess infinite 
knowledge, infinite perception, infinite power, and infinite bliss. 

Thus, by touching the main distinctive features of the 
Jaina philosophy, we can easily remark like Sir Radhak^ahanan 
that “ Jainism offers us an empirical classification of things in 
the universe and so argues for a plurality of spirits. ” 


Gujarat College 
Ahmedabad 
10 : 12 : ’42 


D. P. ThaJcer 


22. Vide " Indian Philosophy " by Sir S. Radhakrishanan. 
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Discussion with the First (ianadhara. 

^ 5TR«I 55t^ W II ?!! (?H8^) 

dive tuha sandeho paccakkham jam na ghippai' ^hado wa i 
Accantapaccakkham ca natthi loc khapuppham van 1 ( 154h ) 

3r?^?^T5Ct?T^ ^ n ? II ( ) 

Jive tava sandehah pratyksam yad na grhyate ghata iva I 
Atvantapratvaksam ca luisti loke khapuspam iva li 1 ( 1549 ) ] 
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Translation- -\ ( O Indrabhuti of Gautama gotra ! ) You 

have a doubt about ( the existence of ) jiva ( the soul ) since 
it is not directly perceived { by senses ) as is the case with a 
^haia ( a water-jar ). Whatever is absolutely imperceptible, 
does not exist in the world, e, g., a flower in the sky. ( 1549 ) 

?r?T 5r?w ^ i aiomtsfq 

??Tt?rr ii 

? (?W) II 

Digest of the CommcnUxry — O long-lived Indrabhiiti ! You 
entertain a doubt about the cxistencse of the soul. For, you 
come across reastms, some of which lead you to Ijelieve that 
the soul exists, whereas, others make you surmise that the 
soul does not exist. The latter arc as under: — 

The soul does not exist; for, it is in mj way j)erce[)tible by 
2 >r<(!y((ks<f, pranyuta ( direct and valid proof ) [)roduced by 
a sense-organ, as is the case with a ghata. Whatever is 
atyatitivpratyahpx ( absolutely imperceptible ) is certainly nofi- 
existent in this world, e. g., a flower in the sky. Whatever 
exists, is certainly [perceived — realized by pratyahsa 2}ra,m7(iKi, 
*'• ih, pitcher. This is a vyatircka drd7iuta ( a negative 
example ). 

Some one may here argue, that though aims ( electrons ) 
are not within the range of pratyakm praitynia they are, so 
to say, invisible ; yet they do exist. So, what about them ? 
The answer is, that no doubt they are imperceptible to us 
as «./ins, but when they are transformed so as to perform the 
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functions of a pitcher, a cloth, etc,, they no longer remain so. 
Such is not, however, the case with the soul. It never attains 
a stage when it can be directly perceived. The adjective 
atyanta^ is here used on that account. 

— Notes — 

srinurt^ Pramamm v[moiiif^j)ramtyate <inena 

•Ui pramhnam,. That by which a correct notion is arrived at, is 
called a sriTIonj ;^ — arthiypaUihdhi hetnh 

pramcmam. Praniana is the means to knowledge. 

Pramana is the doctrine of ^;^r^s^-syddv~i(hi whicli lays bare 
the vduih'. truths which is the synthesis of extremes and not 
absolute extremes or fragmentary truths, 

‘pratyakmm 5rR JTr^SUp-* 

fndriydrthn utnuikarm-jariymti j?HHk<im — know- 

ledge derive<l directly from the peripheral contact of tlie sense- 
organs with their corresponding objects. 

pratyal'.<a p)rmn(i)iam — 

STR^arnflor^s^OTJ^ — Jdrmdkarmmkat've s<i{'i j/'iduaivmn pjdtyakMi- 
/tramdnalaksaua'iii. Sense-perception inenns direct knowledge. 

^ ^ ft i 

Na ya so’numanagammo janiha paccakkhapiivvayam tarn pi | 
Puvvovaladdliasambandhasaranao liiiga linglnani ii 2 ( l.'i.SO ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Na ca so’numanagamyo yasmat pratyaksaphrvakam tadapi | 

PhrvopalalKlhasambandbasmaranato lihga-lihginoh ii 2 ( 1,650) ] 

Trans. -2 It ( the sou? ) is not an object of amundna 
(inference); for, this (anunidna), too, is preceded by pratyaksa and 
is the outcome of the recollection of the (inseparable) connection 
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previously observed in the case of a linga ( a characteristic or 
an indicatory mark) and a lingin (one having such a linga). (1550) 

srw 

fe# 5ri^-S^r«TRTf^:, cR^f^- 
^ iTfR^^ jrR??T^»R5«r: 

vm i 

^TRI^-q^rf^tTRTS^ »T»T5TR^fR5ft 
^ ^ ^ 5n*if 

^*T3rr«J^ f Wf R^TRt, W%5n4tf 

fR# ^ R^IRT f^l^flf^- 

»rs®R I ^ %^jrrRR Rft ?rT 5fR%or ^rr: 

q^Rr^R?^Kg^l?R: 5^^gfr^?§5IRftl ^TRR^J 
Ri^i 5?rjff?r*fl5w^: siR^^; ^rR?«rfg%: ^cTT 

5?R?JR[q^^TsgR^|q«4 IR H 

D. O . — The existence of the soul, cannot be proved by 
mmrnana ( inference); for, after all, this aunruiina is preceded 
by pratyah.'ia prama/ia as is suggested by the second hemistich 
of this verse. 

Whatever reveals an object which is imperceptible to the 
senses, is called a linga or whatever throws light on a concealed 
object is a linga, and one that has a iiiiga is called a li'tigin. 
For instance, smoke is the li/iga, and fire the lihgin. To give 
another example krtakatva ( performance of an action ) is the 
linga, and anilyati'a ( impermanence ) the liitgiii. 

An inseparable connection between smoke and fire, in the 
form of effect and cause — the connection which is directly 
perceived in a kitchen, etc., can be established in two Ways, viz.. 
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by 'anvaya (positively) and by vyatireka (negatively). Wherever 
there is smoke, there is fire, is an example of anvaya; and 
wherever there is non-existence of fire, there is non-existence 
of smoke, is an example of vyatireka. 

The recollection of the inseparable connection existing 
between smoke and fire, helps a man to infer the presence of 
fire, when he sees clouds of smoke rising to the sky, either 
in a forest or on the top of a mountain or the like. For, he 
is then reminded of having seen fire when smoke was found 
coming out of the kitchen or the like. Thereupon, he works 
up a syllogism, as under: — 

Wherever there was smoke, I previously saw fire there, as 
in the kitchen and elsewhere. I see smoke here ; so, here, 
there must be fire. Thus, he rightly infers tire in view of his 
having previously noticed the inseparable connection between 
smoke the liiiga, and fire the lihgin. and on his recollecting this 
connection while drawing the inference. 

But in the case of the soul, a lingin, no eonneotion of it, 
whatsoever is directly perceived with any one or more of its 
iiugas. Such being the case, there is no room loft for the 
recollection of an inseparable connection between the soul ami 
its liiiga and hence there is no chance left for estublishijig 
the existence of the soul by anumima. 

Moreover, if the inseparable connection were to be observ 
ed in the case of the soul and its liiiga,^ the soul woubl be 
directly perceived, and in that case, there would be no necessity 
to infer its existence. 

— Notes — 

anumaua (from anu^ after, and in //c7, to measure 
and hence to know ) is so called because by means of this 
particular kind of knowledge, a thing though remote in time, 
space and nature, is measured out to the mind, after one has 
recollected' the relation of invariable enrin vyapti concomitance. 
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l)etween liinja, also known as ^ lietu, e, g. dhimux, 
smoke and lingin also known as S5n«r sadhya, e., g., «|% 

vahni, fire. 

It is said: 

^ goft nTsil i 

fi«n ii ^ ii (ns?) 

Na ya jivaliiigasambandhadarisanamabhu jao puno sarao i 
rallingadarisanao jive sanipaccao hojja ii 5 ( 1551 ) 

[ ?r ^ 5 = 1 : I 

11 ^ 11 ( IW ) 

Naca jivaliiigasambandhadarsanau» abhfidyatah piinah smaratah i 
Tall ingadarsaiiitj jive saiupratyayo bhavet II 3 ( 1,551 ) ] 

Trans. - There has not been ( previously ) seen ( any ) 
connection between the soul and its linga, the recollection of 
which, along with the sight of its /inga, can lead ( us ) to a 
conviction about the ( existejice of ) the soul. ( 1551 ) 

m 5?;iT?IT 3^^ I ^ =?5I*T5r 

5Rtsf^ ^ i 

3r^ ^ ii ^ ii 

D. C. — It is MO use arguing that the existence of the soul 
can be establislietl by an anunurna which is ordinarily met with, 
as in the case of the motion of the Sim. To put it explicitly, the 
Sun is in motion; for, it reaches another region, a.s is the case 
with Devadatta. As regards the Sun, this inference is valid, 
since we distinctly see that l^evadittta, who is here a drstdnta- 
dharmin i. e., serving as an illustration, goes like the Sun, 
to another country after he has resorted to motion. But as 
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far as the soul is concerned, no liiuja ( also known as hetu ) 
which is inseparably connected with the soul, is directly 
perceived in any drdanta, ( example ) whatsoever. Thus, the 
sam<tnyaf,<xlrda imumana is of no avail here. 

The existence of the soul cannot be proved by aganm 
( scriptural authority ). 

Nairanijrainmo vi tao bhijjaT jam naoamo’niimanao i 

Na ya kasai paccakkho jivo jassajvamo vayanam ii 4 { 1532 ) 

^ ^ 5jVqt 11 V? il 

Najj;Hinagamyo’pi sako bhidyate yad nagamo’nuiuaniit i 
Na ca kasyacit {)rHtyakso jivo yasyagauu) vacanaui |i 4 (1562) ] 

Trans. 4 It ( the sduI ) is not even within the range ot 
agama ( scriptural authority ); for, ilirania is not ( quite ) distinct 
from anuniana. Moreover, the soul is not pratyoksa ( directly 
perceptible ) to any one wliose word is ay^aina. ( 1552 ) 

jrirrirriTir 

mi 51^4 

m rr«fT^rrq?i4 ^ 

«RTWori^, >^ 5 ^, Rt* 

^T^^rr. JT^Tss;T?Tqir^i%qi surrm 

sriTR j^rg- 
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«nRi^ I ^ 

^ mm \ 

WT^Tt ^ 

^?5eT^TO*TT^5R;i^»’ ^^JT3*TRT^ ^ 5r?rn>r?fT i ^ 

^^rfq ^rlr wmimm ?flr 

^ srfgqgiiff ^ II « ( X^'^R ) II 

I). C . — The existence of the soul cannot be established 
by Tiganut; for, after all, ago,ma cannot be separated from 
anumana, as, really speaking, dgama is ( a kind of) anumdna. 

Agama is defined as suhdn pramitmi, and kihdu ( word ) 
is two-fold, viz., ( * ) d/rdarlha-vkaya ( pertaining to an object 
which is seen ) and ( i% ) a<hytn7’llia-vimya ( pertaining to an 
object which is not seen ). 

The conviction which is arrived at, by means of a ktbda 
and which is associated with an object that is seen, is really an 
outcome of anum/tmi. For instance, first of all, one notices 
that the word gkaki is usetl for an object whose belly is 
round and extensive, whose basin is raised up and hollowed 
out, whose neck is round and which is nnide u|» of earth. 
Thereafter, when he hears “ bring a ghala ” he begins to 
retlect: None else but an object whose belly is round and 
extensive, etc., is styled as ghdki-, for, the word ghata is 
reserved for this object only — a fact noticed in the shop of a 
potter. 1 hear the word ghaki; so I should bring an object of 
that very kind, viz., one which is round, extensive etc. Having 
so inferred, he brings a ‘ghafa\ Hence, it will be seen that the 
mbda jn'umdna which is associated witli an object that is seen, 
is not separate from amwdtnu. 

To think of the soul, the word ‘sour is not used for any other 
object but the body. Had it been, however, so used, one would 
have been convinced about the existence of the soul. 
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•'The saljda 2 y>'ttman(.i associated with unseen obj«‘cts like 
heaven, hell etc., is also, really speaking, not separate from 
tmum7ma. For, the knowledge connected with unseen objects 
such as heaven, hell and the like is prmnana, as it comes from 
an a reliable personage whose >vord is true — a fact noticed 

when he predicted a lunar eclipse, a solar eclipse and so on. 
Thus, here, too, the validity or truth rests upon inference. 

There is none to whom the soul is an object of direct 
perception. Had there lieeii any one of that typo, his word 
would have been looked upon as and on tlie basis of 

this ayanyt ^ the exisicnec of the soul would have been admitted. 

Besides 

,(am cagania viruddha paropparamao vi .sainsad jutto i 
Sawappamanavisayaio ino Iti fi> biiddhi it 5 | 1553 ) 

sftfTsftrF fft: ii ^ ii 

Yaccagamfi. viruddfiali pa,rasj.iarHniato j)i sani.sayo yuktah | 
Sarvapraiuiiuavisayatito jivo'.ui l.ato l)uddluh ll b f ) j 

Tvans. lairl hern lore, Ihe 'ac^a/nas are mntiially contra- 
diclory. Consequently, on that account, loo, ( your ) doubt is 
iustitiable. You ( therefore ) believe tliat ( the existence of ) 
the soul cannot be established by any of the prarnmas. (1553) 

— 
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W ^ ^ ^#<1 sTff^r: ii ? II I 

3ITrq[sftqfqq=q;ii;q’:qiq^5 qqi =q H ^ I 

rqqT-sfqq^^qsfq^fiq, argftt qr qq?q fqqi sfq^ ^ 

qqi, arfqitq ^qr^ ^q^^«f|^: f^qrlq i 

^Tfqqm% g qfqqm^ — an^q j^qtsqjqT fq^qt qtqjT 

fqjqj ^fqrfq i 

q^qi^^Tqqiqr q^?qTfq^?:?qT^ qiqqqqion^’:qFqq=?qfq%: I fq q 
q%fq^qqq qrq^T-s^qrqT-ssqq^^or qq^qq^q^q^qq; l q:qq 
^qq 5[€qq^--:jqqiqqrorq’:^sfq q qqfq l qq if *‘qqT ql^qqi 
qqq: I frqiqi^q qifqqqqi^^qsq f^irqiqqfq I ^ %fFq: 

Tqiqqs^qRqq|J|i; qqiqfsflq, qf^qrqT?qiqqqq=5STq: I 
q5iqT>ssq;T5I~f^qTf;^ sftq^^qi fq?i?q ffq ! q, ^qiqft 
f^qiqi^qf^^qr^q qqmq^rqiq; i qq?qfqqi«^sf^ q qqfq i 

q f q: %nr qr ^^stqq arirqqqyq^or ^qq?rq, qsi^i?^ q 
qiqqiq: i qqii^ qqqqioimqi^^ sftq ffq qqq^j, qi^q^q- 
qjqqnqqaq^fqqqiq^qtqi^ qf^qqrq^Tsqrqi^qqqqqTormq '^q 
3ftq ftqq: i ffq qqq^: ii H ( ) ii 

D. C . — The fact that the agctmas of the various expounder! 
of religion, are op[)osed to one another, justifies one to doub 
the existence of the soul, rather than to admit it. For instance 
some of the iigunwu'i propound the non-existence of the soul 

To cite an example, the Nastikas — the utheists — hedonist: 
say : — 



Vada ] 


Ganadharavada 


•: 11 :• 


‘‘ EtavTm eva loko’yam ydvun indriyagoearah I 
Bhadre ! vrhapadam pasya yad vadctuti hahmrutdh \\ ” 

This means : — This world is only as nuioh as is within 
the range of the senses. My good lady ! see the foot-*prints 
of the wolf. Highly learned individuals also say so. 

Bhatta, too, says : — 

“ VijiidtLagluma cvaitchkyo hhidehhyah satnuUhdyct tdnye- 
vdnuvina'syatt, na ca pretyasanjmd st/i. ” 

This means This material body w'hicli is nothing else 
but consciousness, after havin<x been generated from the five 
elements, is dissolved into them, and there is no clear coneeptioji 
for future life. 

Sugata says : — 

Na rupani hhikmvah ! pudgalah ” 

This moans : — O saints ! rupa ( form ) is not a soul. 

In the dgantas^ we come across passages which admit tlie 
existence of the soul. For instance, in the Vedu^ we hear : — 

“ Na hi vai sa mrirasya priydpriyayor '. apahufirasti, a 
mriram vd vasantam priyapriye na H2>'>'t''<atah , " 

This means : — There is no destruction oi' 2>r%ya (attachment) 
and apriya (aversion) in connection with the embodied soul. 
Attachment and aversion do not affect a disembodied soul. 

Also “ Agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah ” 

This means : — An individual desirous of ac(piiring heaven . 
should perform agnihetra ( a sacrifice to the god Agni ), 

The Ttgama of the KapUas says : — 

“ ‘.(Ist'i akartd nirguno hhoktd cid/riqxth. ” 

This means : — There exists a jmrnsct ( :i personal aniumte 
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entity) which is not the doer of actions, which is devoid of 
qualities, which is the enjoyer ( of pleasure and pain ), and 
which is the embodiment of consciousness. 

Thus, since the various hgamiis are mutually antagonistic, 
the existence of the soul cannot be established even by 
upwnana pranurna ( the proof of analogy ). Yatha gau statha 
gavagah, means that a cow resembles a bos gavaeus, a species 
of ox. 

Here the resemblance helps one to realize a distant object. 
Jhit, in the entire universe, there is no object whatsoever 
tliat resembles the soul. Siudi being the ease, there is no 
possibility of establishing the existence of the soul, on 
comparing it with an object resembling it. 

It is no use advancing an argument that kciki ( time ). 
ahft'sa (space), di'a (direction) etc., reseml)le the sold; for, there 
is no uniformity regarding the exposition of their nature so far 
as the dilforent systems of philophy are concerned. And 
hence the same trouble. 

Even arthirpatti ( presumption or implication ) does not 
help us. There does not exist any such object seen or heard 
whose justification depending upon the soul, cannot be established. 

Thus, when the existence of tVie soul cannot be proved 
liy any one <d* these five prauutnas. each of which establishes 
the exi.stencc of an object, it automatically follows that it comes 
within the range of ( non-existence ), the sixth pramdna 

whose function is to prove non-existence. 

Thus the soul does not exist. This finishes the 2>'urvapal'm 
( the view of the opponent ). 

Now' follows the refutation of the argument : — 

a 
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3i i 

3jf ii^ii (t'<'^») 

Goyaina ! pciccakkhu cciya jlvt) jam samsayaivinnanam | 
Paccakkham ca na sajjham jaha siiha-dukkha sadehamnii ii 6 ( 1 934) 

ST?^^ ^ ^ II ^ II 

(vautama ! pratyaksa eva jivo yat saiii^ayadivijuiiiiaiu | 
Pralyaksamca na sadhyain yathu suklia-dnlikhe svadehe || 6 (1554) j 

Refutation - 

Trans.— i) O (iautama ! the soul is indeed pratyaksa to 
you also; for, ( your ) knowledge about it which consists of 
doubts etc., is itself the soul. What is pratyaksa should not 
be proved, e. «., weal and woe in one’s body. ( 1334 ) 

efftef;, i%ir^ jnmrr- 
? I I 

I m ^ STHTOTFrr^iir 

^^^ uf% I 

II ^ II 

D. C , — O (xuiiUiiiwi ! tlie soul is directly cognizable even 
to you; so what is tlic use td* resortinu* to other prafnanas T 
ir yon* a.sk a tjuc^stion as to how tlie soul is prttU/nksa 
( directly cognizable ) to you, the answer is this :— 

o . ^ 

This kijowleilge ol yoiir.s, of wliicli the existence i,H 
proved by your own experience of it, ami whieii you entertain 
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in your heart, is the soul itself; for, this knowledge is identical 
with the soul. 

What could be decided by should not be 

established by any other jmxmTttui. No proof is required to 
prove the existence of happiness, misery etc., which one 
experiences in the body. It is futile to advance an argument 
that though the existence of the universe consisting of villages 
and cities, is self-evident, yet it is to be proved so far as a 
nihilist is concerned. For the argument such as ‘‘ Niralambana 
sarve pratyayah, pratyayatvat svapnapratyayavat ” that is to 
say all convictions are devoid of any substratum, since they 
are convictions, like the conviction of a dream-an argument 
which can be advanced by a nihilist and which is a hadhaka 
pramdna. ( prejudicing evidence ), has already been refuted. 
And, here there is no }>ad}uih(. praindiia in the case of 
‘pratyakm which reveals the soul. 

The existence of the soul is established by 'pratyaksa 
liramdna for the following reason : — 

^ qw ^ I 

3TOT e (i VS || 

Kayavtim karemi kaham va’lmmaham paccaya imau ya | 

AppS sa ppaccakkilo tikalakajjovaesiu). ii 7 ( 1555 ) 

3rT?m q ii vs ii ( ) 

Kfitavan karomi karisyaini vahauuihampratyayjidasmtLcca | 
Atmu, sa pratyaksastraikidikakiiryopadesat || 7 ( 1555 )] 

Trans. 1 Or, this soul is pratyksa owing to this aham- 
pratyaya ( realization as “ I ’ ) in ' I did, 1 do, and 1 shall do ’ 
- the pratyoya which is associated with functions pertaining to 
( all ) the three tenses. ( 1555 ) 
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<Tr?Tg?^ “ JTrq^ jr^IS^WTrlH ’?. 

sr^?!^ 1 3ririrf»sT?^^ ^rrgirTf^^E:, 3rlTt^tfTri;urm*inr^Ritn>r 

=^T3rq[^if^f^ II vs ( KW\ ) li 

D. C. — 111 tlie cx[)ressiotis such as “ krtavdn ahani ( I 
did ), kanntkynliam, ( I <lo ) and kari!<ya}nyah(im ( 1 shall do ) 
uktavun aktim ( I s])oke ), h/nvliibytihnni ( 1 speak ) and vahya 
mynham ( 1 shall speak ), jt'HiUtvnu, dham ( 1 know ), jdnc' hwn. 
(1 know) iiw\ jndsydinyaham (I shall know), etc.-the expres- 
sions which are associato<i with acts governed by all the three 
tenses, viz,, past, present arid I’uture, there is almuh- yratyaya 
( the realization as " 1 ” ). This (t,h(t,m-i>r<dyayu, too, establishes 
that the soul is praty<.d:m. It should bo borne in mind that 
this <thmn~ 2 >‘>'<<'f'y<tya is not base<i on aziummin; lor, it has no 
liiiga. AI<»reover, it not even proved by nyamn, etc., for, even 
children, cowherds and others have the conviction of this 
aJiam-pralyya based on self-experience, though they are not 
conversant with prumands such as (igtvmtt etc, and that tliey 
have no such conviction regarding a ghaUi, a [)ieee of cloth etc. 

Besides 

^ iw?ii « ii 

Kaha padivannamaham ti ya kim atthi natthi tti samsao kaha nii V ! 
Sai samsayammi vayam kassahampaccao jtitto ? H ( 1556 ) 

.[ ^ g i 

*rra ? ii m ( \W\^ ) 
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Katham pratipannauiahaiu iti ca kiniasmi 

nasmiti sariisayah katliaiu nu ? | 

Sati samsaye cayaui kasyahain pratyayo yuktah ? II 8. (1656) 

Trans. H When there is no soul, how do you admil 
aham { the realization cis ‘ I ’ ) ) ? liow can there be a doubt 
as to whether it ( the soul ) is or not ? Or, if there is a 
doubt, in whose case is this aham pratyaya justifiable? ( 1 , 556 ) 

^i=?3r«iriTRirtr?} ? ii <i li 

D. C. — Ifallo! when the sou! is non-existent, how is it 
tViat you Hilinit ‘ nlut'in ’ ? For, it is a settled tact that in the 
absence of ‘a vimya (an object), tijcre is no scope for a ?.)*s( 0 /in 
( one havino an object ). If your reply is tlial this ali.<i,tn-i>r(ttyaya 
has the body alone, for. vit<aytt, is c^onfined simply to the body, 
thin (tiuiin p 7 ’alya,y<i sliould be |)ossiblc even in the case of the 
body which has been given up by the soul. 

Moreover, if this (diain-pralydya associated with tiie soul 
arises, how can you I)avc a doubt as t<> I'vtn alio,nt, asnii ( am i ) 
or lumni (am 1 not) ( For, on the contrary, in sucli a case, you 
ought to be in a position to decide that ‘ 1 am ’ ow'ing to 
the sadl)h(fva ( presence ) of the soul realized l)y the aham- 
pratyaya. When there is this doubt about the existence of the 
soul, is there no scope for sucli a imityaya owing to its 
being baseless ? 

If the non-existence of the soul is admitted, there’ is no 
possibility of a doubt regarding its existence. 
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31?^ srfin f% ? I 

^ ’TW’T ! ^ait ? ii'^ii ( tHH'S ) 

Jai natthi samsai cciya kim atthi natthi Iti saiiisao kassa ? I 
Sariisaie va saruvc Uoyaina ! kini asamsayani hojja? || 9 ( 1557 ) 

I ? ii ii ( ? w ) 

Yadi nasti sainsayi eva kimasmi nilsmiti sadisayali kasya ? | 
Saoisayite va svariipe Gautama ! kim asamsayam bhavet ?l|9 (1557)] 

Trans. 9 If the object about which one has doubt, is 
certainly non -existent, who has a doubt as to “/?//// asniiriasmi” 
( whether 1 do exist or I do not exist ) ? Or, (jautama ! when 
you ( yourself ) are doLibtful ( about yourself ), what can be free 
from doubt V ( 1 557 ) 

I If TWiJfr^^t 301 ^ ^ 

5yf: I 3 ^ 1 % %?(;, 

1 ^ ^i^3^qmr 3ir3^»Tiqt 3^^^, 
3 nq;T?j--^qT^ 5 imfq 1 ’’ 

I m ? i 

— ‘ ^T^qf3 ^ frqq srr^irf^^qqtsfq 

^ qrq; 1 srf^qrqqinfq q 

R|qR^q 3 r«jRorj 

qR «n?rqT?r.*, qqr q^qqT 0 Ttrinf^qrqT 3 qR?r 5 CTqR “ (hr: 
^5^: ” fRTRq^ 3 qRfq^ 5 t 5 fq 1 

ffq qfqsTRq^q qifqsq^qisRRi 
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I srfJnt ^ 

f% iiT?rT % | qr^ ^ 

'T%sq^^4tr^T i 

’TTOTTS^ ^ JRVOT'T^^T^im^ ^?PWT- 

'>ri3ijRST*n»>rm5 ^^^^ l%m5:^f^ il *^ ( ) li 

D. C. — If, after all, there is no one like a soul to entertain 
a doubt, wlio can have a doubt as to whether I exist or I do 
not exist ? Doubt is a guna ( an attribute ) known as vij liana 
( knowledge ), and the guna has no separate existence from 
its gunin ( one having an attribute ), 

The b(Hly cannot become the gunin of doubt ; for it is 
rnnrta ( corporeal ) and jada ( inanimate ), whereas, knowledge 
is aninrta ( in corporeal ) and hodho-rujia ( an embodiment of 
consciousness ). 

The guna and its gunin cannot have an unlike nature; 
otherwise, dka'na (space) will become a gunin of rhjia (colour etc). 

Furthermore, Giuitama ! liow can he, who is not sure about, 
Ids own existence, — who has no self confidence — siiy anything 
definitely about tlie rest, such as kai'ana-handha ( bondage and 
amalgamation f>t karmans and nwkm ( liberation ), etc., and 
also about a ghata ( a pitcher ), pala ( a piece of cloth ) and 
the like 1 The answer is obvious that he cannot. For, the 
«leoision regarding all things depends upon the decision arrived 
at, in the case of tlie soul. 

Moreover, one who ignores the self-evident soul, which 
can be realized by aham-pralyaya, sails in the same boat as 
one who says that sound is always inaudible. He is; then, 
resorting to a iiaksahhasa ( a mock-assertion ) which is contrary 
to direct evidence. His stand is further opposed to valid 
inference, like one, who may say ‘ Nitijah mhdah, ’ ( sound is 
eternal ) -the valid inference which will be dealt with hereafter. 
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•Further, one who comes forward to say that ‘‘ I do not 
exist ” after previously admitting that 1 am one having a 
doubt, is contradicting himself like a Sankhya ( a follower of 
the Saukhya system of philosophy ) who may say “ Anityah 
karta ” ( the doer is impermanent ), Acetanah atma ”■{ the 
soul is inanimate ) etc. 

Moreover, one, who denies the existence of the soul, which 
is well-known to children, cow-herds, and women, entertains a 
belief inconsistent with the popular one and cun be compared 
with the one who says “ Acandrah kisi ” ( the moon is devoid 
of the moon ). One, who says “ whether 1 am or I am not ” is 
contradicting oneself like one who says; “ Mata me vandhyd'' 
( my mother is sterile ), 

This view being thus opposed to 'i.y)'atyaksa etc,, the ketu 
( the cause ) is a-siddha ( not established ) owing to its non- 
existence in the pakm ( subject of inference ). 

Besides, this ketu is also anmkdntiku ( inconclusive ), 
since none of the five p7’amirnas has any scope so far as the 
measure of a pala of Mount Himavat and the existence t»f a 
p'imca ( an evil spirit ) are concerned. 

Moreover, since the existence of the soul can he proved 
by inference — a topic to be just discussed, the hefu is vh-uddha 
( contrary ) too, as it is associated with the vipaksa { dissimilar 
instance ). 

The existence of the soul by direct cognizance, is proved 
in another way ; — 

goft T II ii 

Qunapaccakkhattanao guni vi jlvo ghado vva paccakkho i 
Qhadad vi gheppai guni gunamettagghanao jamha ii 10 (1558) 
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[ sfHt if i 

50ft gonTTfiTpr^ 11 ?o ii (?W) 

Gunapratyaksatvato gunyapi jivo ghata iva pratyaksah I 
Ghatako’pi grihyate guni gunamatragrahanato yasmat lllO (1551)] 

rrws — 10 The soul which is giinin, is self-evident owing 
to its gums being so ( self-evident ), as is the case with a 
pitcher. For, on realizing the gums only, the gunin e. g., the 
pitcher, too, is realized. ( 1 558 ) 

gori: ^ mj ff:, 5rrf^g«>r2g sftf:, 

5ftf f T fftsff 50 ft t, ff^* 

irt: ^ i fr^Tirgor: 

II w) II 

I), C. — The guiiin^viz., the soul is certainly pm^yafoa, because 
its gwias such as smrti ( reiuembrance ) jijTami ( desire for 
knowledge ), ciHrsa ( desire for action ), jigamim ( desire for 
nioveujents ) and doubt, etc., which are kinds of knowledge 
are self-evident, as they are experienced by oneself. One 
whose gunas are pratyaksa, is noticed to be pratyaksa ; for 
instance, a pitcher. 

The gunas of the soul are pratyaksa. Therefore the soul 
is 2 >ratyakm. Just as, since rttpa ( colour ) etc., the gu/ias of 
of a pitcher, are pratyaksa, the pitcher, too, is pratyaksa. 

Such is the case with the soul, as its gunas, viz. vijnana, 
( knowledge ) etc., are pratyaksa. 

Some one may say that tiiis argiiment is anaikantika 
( vicious ); for, the sahda ( sound ) which is the guna of dkasa 
( space ) is pratyaksa yet Zikasa is not pratyaksa. But this 



Vfida ] Qanadharavtitia •: 21 ;• 

is "not correct; for, mhda is not the guna of dJakt, but 
$ahda ( sound ) is rather the guna of ( matter ) as 

it is aindriyaka ( cognizable by the sense-organs ) as is the 
case with colour, etc. — 

When the gunas are pratyalm, how is it that the gunin 
is also of this type ? 

The answer is : — 

^ goft W II 

Anno’nanno va guni hojja gunchim jaT nama so’nanno | 

Nanu gunamettaggahane gheppai jivo guni sakkham ii II (1559) 

[ STT gnft gq:, i 

g'»rm5rir?ar 3^ ii ?? ii (?W) 

Anyo’nanyo va guni bhaved gunaih, yadi lunna so’nanyah | 
Nanu gunaniiitragrahane grhyate jivo guni suksat li 11 (1559) ] 

3?i: ?r i 

Aha anno to evam gunino na ghadadao vi paccakkha i 
Ciiinamettaggahanad jlvammi kaii vicaro’yani ? ii 12 ( 1560 ) 

fit ^ II II ( ) 

Athanyastata evam gunino na ghatudayo’pi pratyaksiih | 

Gunaniatragrahanajjive kuto vicaro’ yam ? || 12 ( J560 ) ] 

• 

Trans. - \\-\2 The gunin may be either distinct from or 
identical with gunas. If it is'really identical ( with tlie gunas ), 
the gunin, the soul, is surely directly realized, on the realization 
of ( its ) gunas only. If, however, it ( gunin ) is distinct, then 
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the gunins such as a pitcher, etc., are not pratyaksa owing 
to the realization of merely giinas. ( Such being the case ), 
whence is ( the scope for ) this thought of non-existence as 
regards the soul? ( 1559-1560 ) 

fT^f?gor?rf'»r*Tr^T^^ gnft sTr?T%ar gira ^ i 

^ g«JrfIT?^!R^#ar ^sfq giTrr I 

gnft I rm 

^ uforig; i ff 

JT^org, ^«rr 

goraiprsft ^ gfqirprg i 

3r^ ggT%s!i5or?t^ sfti 

t q g€t f ? i 

m %sfq q goir:, gir?^ 

i q?%^3[TrJT;^fq I gf&Rt gomm^l- 

??I^r^S*gqiTTqgT^ guft ^qg, m qi ITT^Kg- 

fir^q: g«inRiTT gift rq3[«gqg%^Tfq ii(?W-^^^<»)li 

J), C . — The gtiiiin. may be (sither separate or non-separate 
I'roiu its gunas. If it is non -separate, i.e., identical, then, on 
realizing knowledge, etc., wliich are the gngas of the soul, the 
gnnin, the soul, is directly realized. The underlying argument 
is as follows: — 

That which is not separate from another is realized on 
that another being realized, c. g., colour in a garment. To be 
explicit, a garment ami its colour are not separate; so, when 
the cohmr is realize«l, the garmeut, too, is realized. 

1 

The gnnin is non-separate from the gvnas. Consequently 
when the gunas are <lirectiy perceived the gunin, too. is 
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certainly realized. If the (junin. is really distinct from the 
gunas, then, such beirjg the case, the gnuins such as a pitcher 
and the like, are not when only their gu?ias like 

colour, which are separate from the gunin, are realized. That 
which is distinct from anotlier, is not realized even ‘ when 
another, which is separate from it, is realized. As for example, 
a pitcher is distinct from a piece of cloth. So, when one is 
realized, the other is not realized. If it is desired that gunas 
are to be looked uj>on as separate from the gunin^ then, even 
when the gunas are realized, the gunin remains unrealized. 
Hence, when the fault of non-realization is applicable even in 
the case of pitchers etc., why should the <piestion of non- 
existence arise only in the case of the soul, b) the effect that 
“ paccakkham jam na ghippai ghado vva” etc. ? 

There is really no existence of the gunas apart from the 
substance (if which they are the gunas; so, when the gunas of 
a pitcher are realized, the pitcher, too, is certainly realized. 
And the case of the soul _is parallel. 

Furthermore, even though while assuming tliat the gunas 
are separate from the gunva, the gunin liocomes or doe.s not 
become pratyaksa ( when the gun.as become pratyaksa ), yet 
the gunin, the soul which is distinct from its gunas suclt as 
knowledge, has its existence proved even by your own admission. 
Anticipating the (ipinion of the dis))utant, the author says ; — 

^ u n 

Alia nianna.si atthi giini na ya dchatthantarani lad kintu i 
Dehe nanaiguna so cciya tesim guni jutlo li 13 ( LSbl ) 

T m gift ^ ^ I 

\\ ^RTT^giri: ^ gift n ii ( 

Atha manyase’sti gnni na ca dehilrth«.ntaram sakah kintu i 
Dehe jhanadiguiiah sa eva tesam gutii yuktah II 13 ( lo6l ) j 
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- 13 You may believe that there is the but 

that it is not distinct from a body. The gums like knowledge 
etc., are observed in a body; so that ( body ) alone is fit to be 
their gunin. ( 1361 ) 

gift, ^ 

^ott: ^ ^'fr gofV 

^zi I sr^qt-^fgqr 

w ) II 

D, O, — It may be that you admit that there is a gunin 
for the guHfts like knowledge, etc., but you may refuse to believe 
that this gunin is something else than a body. That is to 
say, you look upon the body itself as the gunin in question, 
since the gunits such as knowledge etc., are found in the body 
only. For example, colour is seen in a [)itcher and hence its 
gunin is a pitcher. The underlying argument is this ; — 

Knowledge etc., are tlie guuas of a body, because they are 
observed there ami there ordy like other attributes of the 
body, such as its whiteness, emaciation, fatness etc. 

The answer is : — 

JTpm^ R gi%»raTf sft i 

^oiffgoir 3rw u sftwi ii ?» ii 

Nanadtio na dchassa muttimattaio ghadasseva | 

Tamha nanaigtina jassa sa dehaiti jlvo » 14 ( 1 562 ) 

II II ( ) 

Jnanadayo na dehasya murtimattvadito gha^syeva | 

Tasmajjnauadigima yasya sa dehadhiko jivo || 14 ( 1562 ) ] 



Vftda ] 


Ganadharavada 


H 25 :* 


■ ‘Trans.— 14 Knowledge etc., are not the^^w/as of a body, 
as it is miitra { corporeal ) etc, like a ghata. Therefore that 
( object ) which has knowledge etc., as its gunas, is the soul 
which is separate from the body. { 1562 ) 

goir ^ 

I ^ ^ gq: 1 

^ fTqrf^gqRTqg^^sgi:, qqrgqq g«jft, ^ 

fT^fsq: I 

fiqnlrgqTqf l qgtTR^TmfTr^T^^q 

I ?fqT^-^F5r?TTfgTT# Rf RI, T^^sfq rfiq^fStsnql^- 

^q^qf^, % fk q|q^sfq qfq^qq^qg^q?:T%, q 
f?:, qqr-q^qiqiq^qqsqrqlg^qqf frqiR qrg^fqq^ 
q^qR fR II ?« ( ) II 

D. G. — The (funas such as knowledge, cannot belong to tlio 
body; for, the body is rnurta and cakmm ( visible ) as is the 
ease with a (jluiki. Moreover, a yuna cannot exist without a 
substance. Now knowledge etc., are a. nkrrta yuniti^. Thcrel’ore 
their guidn^ too, must be annrrta etc., and lienee it cannot be 
the body which is murkt-. Thus that very yuniu is tlie soul. 

It may be argued that we see with our own eyes that 
knowledge etc., belong to tlie body. But this is a wrong 
argument as it is not consistent with tlie following inference ;- 

The knower is distinct from senses; for, even when 
the senses cease ( to function ), the object realized by means 
of them is remembered. One who remembers an object realized 
by means of another, even when that another ceases, is 
distinct from it, e. g., Devadatta who remembers the oliject 
realized by means of the five windows. This we shall 
expound while answering tfie (juestion of Vayubhtiti. 

Desirous of arriving at a conclusion, the author says : — 
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if >If sWt I 

arftfq’JiToi^sTf if ftnoinji ^ im ii 

Iva liilui tlcscnayain paccakkho savvaha maham jivo I 
Avihayananallanao tuha vinnanam va padivajja ii 15 ( 1563 ) 

[ m ?IT ?r^«rT i 

HfRmT inn ii ( 

Iti tava destiiinyaiii pratyaksah sarvatha mama jivah i 
Avihatajnanatvatas tava vijiiauam iva pratipadyasva 1115 (1563)] 

Trans. 15 Thus Ihis ( soul ) is parli'ally lo you 

and entirely (o me, as is the case with your knowledge, owing 
to ( iny ) knowledge being tinobslrucled ( infinite ). ( So ) accept 
( the existence of the soul ). ( 1563 ). 

sTR^s^rqrRr, 

Rf I iT?’T%oi ^ '^rfq ^z\^\ 

I mt iRRR^r!r^i=rrfr^?%;T JEr^iRJTTsfq sftf;, 

TOsr[^F3[«nifq ii l\ ( W^.'k) ii 

JK C . — III this way, the soul in your body is partially 
cogiiizable even to you; for, since 3’ou arc a chailrnasfha ( one 
under the evil influence ot the mohaniya harnian ), every object 
is known to you only partially. Kvery object has an infinite 
number of paryityfis ( modifications ), in case it is examined 
from the stand-point of its own paryayas and that of the 
paryayns belonging to the rest. A cJiadmastka^ therefore, 
directly grasps only a portion of it. It is a convention that 
a ghaia etc., partially revealed by light, etc., are said to be 
pratyakm-. (.)idy an ouiniscicnt being has a direct perception 
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of Jfny and every object in totoj 1 am an omniscient beiin.;-; 
for, my knowledge is neither limited by time nor by space. 
So I directly realize this soul in its entirety, just as i full}' 
realize your knowledge, your doubt about the existence 

of the soul. Consequently admit that the soul exists. 

Thenj what about another’s body ? — 

rag r nwq s? ii H n ( 

Evam ciya paradehe’numanao ginha jlvani atthi tti i 
Anuvitti -niviftid vinnanamayam sariive vva ii 16 ( 156-1 ) 

[ pif \ 

11 II ( ) 

Evam eva parade he ’nu man a to grhana jtvam astiti i 
Amivritti-nivrittibhyain vijnanamayam svarfipa iva ii 1(1 ( 1664 ) J 

Trans . — 16 Thus do verily accept by metins of iirfereiici' 
that the soul which is an embodiment of knowledge, exists in 
another’s body (too), owing to (his) indulgence in and cessation 
from activities, as is the case with one’s own soul. ( 1564 ) 

3rTRmi% %5T-sfqe!?lf%-RfxO H 

«' H 

D. C . — The soul exists in another’s body, too; lor, he, too, 
like yourself performs desirable activities and refrains trom 
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the undesirable ones, and you who act accordingly have a soul. 
To put it explicitly, one in whom are seen indiilgence in 
desirable acts and non-indulgence in undesirable deeds, has a 
soul, us is the case with one’s ( your ) body. 

The boily of another is seen as associated with desirable 
activities and dissociated from undesirable ones. Hence that 
body, too, has a soul. If the soul were non-existent, there was 
no scope for this association and dissociation, as can be seen 
in the case of a ghata. This is followed by inference that 
there is a soul in another’s body, too. 

Anticipating doubt in another’s mind, the author says : — 

new ( ) 

Jam ca na lirigeliim samam mannasi liiigi jad piira gahid | 
Sangam sasena va samam n<'i lingadto’numed soil 17 ( 1565) 

So’neganto jamha lingehim samam na ditthapuvvo vi | 

Ciahalinga darisanad gaho’numed satirammi ii 18 ( 1566 ) 

m m 3 T%f w* II II ( ) 

II II ( ; 

Yaccii na liiiguih samam manyase lihgi yatah pura grhitah ) 
fei again sasena vii, samam na lihgatas tato’numeyah sab II 17 (1565) 

bo nekanto yasmallihgaih samam na drstapfirvo’pi j 
Grahalihgadarsanad gruho’numeyah sarire || 18 ( 15G6 ). ] 



Vada ] Gapadliaravada •: 29 :• 

■' Trans.- \ l-\'6 Moreover, that you believe that since the 
liiigin ( viz., the soul ) has not been realized formerly ( up till 
now ) along with the litigas, as is the case with the hare and 
the horn, so it ( the soul ) cannot be inferred by means of a 
Unga, is untenable; for, a graha^, that is not formerly seen 
along with ( his ) lingas, is inferred in a body, on perceiving 
his liriga or lingas. { 1565-1566 ). 

i ^ fisf 5:— 

I ^ f^: m 

1 

q^lsfq 

fm q??yRrmq 11 

( )ll 

1 ). (J. — Just as none has ever seen a horn on the head 
of a hare, so none lias ever seen the li/tyin, viz.^ the soul as 
associated with one or more of its livgas. Such being the 
case, one cannot infer the existence of the soul. This belief 
(if yours is not right. For, though a graha is not previously 
seen along with his iiiigm, even children are convinced alxiut 
his existence in a body, when they sec that body associated 
with perverse acts such as, laughing, singing, weeping, move- 
luents of hands, feet and eye brows, etc., — the acts which are tlie 
Ukgas of the groJia. 

^ f^5T^T II II 

Dehassatthi vihaya pSi'niyayagarao ghadasseva | 

Akkhanam ca karanao dandainam kulalo vva ii 19 (1567) 

1 A kiiirl of oelestia] being. An evil-npirit 
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^ ^ II II ( ) 

Dehasyasti vidhatti pratiniyatakarato ghatasyeva | 

Aksahum ca karanato dandadmam kulala iva || 19 ( 1567 ) ] 

Trans.— 19 There is a creator of the body, owing to its 
shape being definite and ( its having a beginning ) as is the 
case with a ghaia. ( There is an adhisfjiatr of the organs of 
sense owing to their being a karana ( a medium ) as is the 
case with the adhisthatr of a stick etc. ( 1367 ) 

i rr^sir arOTimf^s^^nirT- 

“ arf^gmT 

^ sftg ?T% II ) II 

D. C . — That thorf is a creator of the body, is the 
pratijnd ( premise ); for, it ( body ) has a beginning and has a 
definite shape as well, as is the care with a ghata. Whatever 
has no creator whatsoever, has neither a bcejinninar nor a 
definite shape. The transformation of clouds may be pointed 
out as a pertinent example. Meru etc., have a fixetl form, and 
even then tliey have in) creator. So, to avoid such a case 
wherein the /k'/m ( cause ) becomes armikirihtika, the iidjective 
odimat ( having a beginning ), though not expressed, i's to be 
taken as uuderstocMl, 

f 

The word adhisthatr is also understood. Since the organs 
of sense are karana, there must be an adhisthatr for them. 
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•‘A parallel example is furnished by a potter, who is an 
adhistluitr of a wheel, a piece of cloth, clay, thread, a stick, etc., 
which are karnnas. Whatever lias no adhiftJiatr, has no htrarm^ 
e. g., hluisa. Hence it follows that the adhisthMr the organs 
of sense is the soul. 

Moreover, 

Atihindiya visayanain ayanadevabhavao’vassam i 

Kammara ivadaya ioe sandasa lohanam ii 20 ( 1568 ) 

^tiR »T?7?(r«-^p^ug[ ii ii 

Asti))driya-visHyrtnani fidaiifvdcyabhavato’vasyaiu I 

Karmara ivadata, lokc sandaio.'^aka -lohaiiaui 1120 ( 1568 )] 

Trans. 20 ,)iist as in this world a blacksmith is the adatr 
( grasper ) in the case of a pair of tongs and iron, so there is 
certainly an adatr ( 172., the soul ) in the case of organs of 
sense and their objects, since they are related as dd'dna 

( means of grasping ) and ddeya { graspables ). ( 1568) 

^ ^ r^T?T?n rTSTT^T^^^l- 

^TT^sfq ^ II Ro ( ) II 

1). C.—li' there is a relation of the type of ndaaa and 
ot/ct/o, jihen there needs be an adftlr. Ps. blacksmith is fVmnd 
as the ddnir; for, we come across a |)air of tongs a, rid iron which 
respectively stand 1‘or 'ad, ana* and ad,t;,ifa. There is a relation 

of the kind of <t,d'dna and ddeya, in the cc.-jC of thi; organs of' 

sense and sense-objects. Therefore, there must be their 
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adair. He is none else but the soul. It may be added that 
there is no scope for the relation of the sort of hdhna and 
ddeya, in case the addir is non existent, c. (j., dkava. 

Also, 

^Sr^«Tl3fT ?TTT f VTTf^H I 
fTf ^ 3T?«fT II II 

Bhotta deliainam bhojjattanad naro vva bhattassa I 

Sanghayaittanaei althi ya atthi gharasseva II 2 1 (1 569 ) 

=qr«ff II ^Mi ( ) 

Hhokta dehadinam bfiogyatvato nara iva bhaktasya 1 

iSanghataditvat</sti (ulrthi grhasyeva || 21 ( 1559 ) ] 

Trans. - 2\ Just as a man is an enjoyer of bhakta (food), 
so there is an enjoyer of body etc., owing to their being 
objects of enjoyment. Just as there is an owner of a house, 
owing to its being a sa/i^hiita ( collection ) etc., so there is an 
owner of body etc., on account of its being a san^lrdta. (1569) 

1 3rTf?gs?ri^ 

f?F?i: I ^ ^ fifmrr^«TtTR ^ ^«rT 

n»HfgFT^, ^ 

f^IT% IR? ( ?W) II 

D. C'.-— Just US wc find that there is a person to enjoy 
foixl etc., so there is an enjoyer of body etc. The underlying 
reasoning is us follows : — 
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'An object of enjoyment for which there is no enjoyer, 
does not exist, c. g. a horn of an ass. Body etc., exist as 
objects of enjoyment. So it follows that there is their enjoyer. 

Just as a carpenter and others are svamins of a house, 
etc., so there is a svdniin of body etc, since this body and 
the like are in the form of a collection, have a beginning, are 
murta, are objects of sense and are visible etc., A number of 
similar /tetos as may bo helpful in making this syllogism 
perfectly logical, may be mentioned; — 

One that has no svTimin, is not in the form of a. collection etc. 
For instance, a flower in the sky which has no svdiniii. is not in 
the form of a collection etc. A body etc., are, on the contrary, 
in the form of a collection etc. So they have a svdmin viz., the soul. 

Beally, by saying that the hidy has a creator, one proves 
that there is a creator etc., for the body. J-Jut that is not the soul. 

^ u sftwt ra k *if fmr i 

^ ^ uunWt ii hr ii ( ) 

Jo kaflai sa jivo sajjliaviruddlK) tti te mai hojja | 
Muftaipasangao tain na saihsarino dost) it 22 ( 1570 ) 

II II ( ?Hv3o ) 

Yah kartradi sa jivah sttdhyaviruddha iti tava niatirbhavet | 
Mfirtadiprasahgat tad na saiiisariuo dosah || 22 ( 1570 ) ] 

Trans. ~ 22 You may be lliinking tliat, tliat soul which is 
a doer etc., is opposed <o what is to be established, owing to 
its having a chance of being proved miirta etc. I5ut tliis is not 
a fault 'in the case of the mundane soul. ( 1570 ) 

srmETfTT, 
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rT4 ^srrfT^Ti: 

fSTJ, I3r^ 

4Jr# Irt^irnTm I ?[, mt ^ ^^riRoit 

^?r; 11 ) 11 

D, C . — U}) till now, it has no doubt been proved that it 
is the soul anil the soul alone which is a doer, adhiMvilr, 
iiflalr^ an enjoyer and the svitmin of the body, organs of sense, 
etc. For God or tlie like caninit be admitted as a doer etc., ot 
the Iwjdy, since such a statement will be opposed to reason. 
Ifut it must be admitted that the hctus put forward to prove 
that the soul is a doer etc., are viruddha ( contrary ) as they 

establish such a type of the soul which is just the contrary to 

what is desired. To be explicit, a potter who is a doer of a 

pitcher has a body, and he is in the form of a collection, and 

is of an im))ermanent nature. The same must be the case with 
the soul. I3ut this type of sord is just opposed to what we 
are aiming at to establish. And hence these hetiis lead us 
to the conclusions we are opposed to. This is not so ; for, 
we are at present establishing the existence of a mundane 
soul and not that of a liberated <)ne; and that a mundane soul 
is someliow mvrta ; for, it is certainly embraced by a collection 
of eight kurnmns, a kind of matter, and it has a body. 

There is another annmdna for establishing the existence 
of the soul. 

f%?T ^ t I 

^ g# ii u (nv9?) 

Atthi cciya to jivo saiiisayd somma ! thanupurisd vva i 
Jam sandiddhani Goyama ! le lattliannaltha vatthi dliuvam ll 23(157 



Vada] 


Ganadharavada 


•; 35 :• 


[ #rj l i 

I ^TT^ II II (\\^\) 

Astyeva tava jivah sam^ayatah saumya ! sthanu-purusilviva | 
Yat sandigdham Gautama ! tat tatranyatra vasti dhruvam ||33*(1571)1 

Trans.- 2?! O lovely Gniitama ! Indeed yon have a soul 
since you have a doubt ( about your existence ) as is the case 
with a branch less trunk of a tree and a man. Whatever is 
doubted, certainly exists either there or elsewhere. (1371) 

--’moiTs-Tf w 

“ ir% i ^ 

JrT3q^S5?fTT?TR^-R%'T^^^^ ?TTlTr- 

^ rTfl:q^T5^5irr1 ?r?’!TT^?R?r^ 

^iSRt 3TR^ I 3Tq 

3r^s% 1 m mm 

^ 5;T?.^R51R, 

«R wm' ?R 2 1 srr^TRT^TqMRi^, ^ fl- 

cPT^^ tflf 

STT JT^tr 3T-^5!|T qg^^^^sfq 

II ) II 

D. O . — A branch-less trunk of a trecj is seen from a 
distance, as if it were a man. For, certain attributes such as 
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loftiness etc., which are common to this trunk and a man,' are 
observed, while their distinguishing characteristics, viz., a move- 
ment, scratching, dwelling of birds, ascending of creepers etc., 
are not noticeable. Such being the case, there arises a doubt as 
to whether this is a trunk of a tree or a person ; for, both of 
these objects exist ( though not in the same place ). This 
proves that the doubt can arise only in the case of objects 
that do exist. You have a doubt as to whether this is a soul 
or a body, as you realize their common features, but fail to 
notice their distinguishing characteristics. Such a doubt proves 
that there is a soul ; for, it cannot arise unless there existed 
two entities viz., a soul and a body. It may be here noted that 
in order that a doubt may arise, it is not absolutely necessary 
that the objects about which a doubt arises, must be in one 
and the same place. 

^ >ra ^ ^ ^ I 

315R«I ft II Rl? II 

Evam nama visanam kharassa pattam na tain khare ceva l 
Annattlia tad atthi cciya evam vivariyagahe vi ii 24 ( 1572 ) 

[ mm 5n^ 51 ^ I3r?r I 

srmsr II II (?HV9R) 

Evam nama visanaui kharasya praplam na tat khara eva i 
Anyatra tadastyeva evam viparitagrahe’ pi || 24 ( 1572 ) j 

Trans. - 24 Such being the case, an ass will indeed have 
a horn but certainly he has not. It surely exists somewhere 
else. So is the case even w'hen the perverse view is taken. (1572) 

m ^ 
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^ ^ ^ mmr h 

^f^oqf^T5[: I ‘ m ^ i^pp 

^ f ^Tf3[^'T5ftcT!If 

5Ilf^5rqR I ^T^^mSTT^or ^SWTfijf 3IR1ITf^^* 

f^mmt fm n (?*^'s^)ii 

D. C . — If it is that the object which is doubted, must be 
existing in the very place where the doubt arises, then even 
an ass will have a horn; for, somebody may doubt its existence 
so far as the ass is concerned. No, this is not true. What we 
want to imply is that the doubted object exists either in the 
very place where the doubt arises, or even somewhere else. 
That an ass has no liorns, means that horns arc not associated 
with the ass; but they arc found elsewhere, e. g., on the head 
of a cow. Similar is the case when one object is definitely 
mistaken for the other. For instance, a man may take a 
branch-less trunk to l)o a man. Such a perverse view proves 
the existence ot tlie object mistaken. Hence (rautama I you 
may think that we are in the wrong wlien we admit the 
existence of a sold in our body. This is our perverse notion 
according to you. If so, oven then it establishes the existence 
of the soul. 

The soul exists, for tlie folloiving reason, to : — 

Slit 1% ^ iirsii 

Atthi ajivavivakkho padisehao gliado’ gliadas'seva | 

Nathi ghado tti va jivatthittaparo naithi saddo’yam 11 25 (1573) 

% 
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Astya jiva vipaksah pratisedhat ghato’ ghatasyeva i 

Nasti ghata itiva jiastitvaparo nasti ^abdo’yaiu || 25 ( 1573 ) ] 

Trans —25 Just as there is a ghata as opposed to a- 
ghata, so there is an object, viz., the soul, a vipaksa ( the op- 
posite ) of an inanimate object ! owing to denial. This sentence, 
viz., ‘ it does not exist ’ establishes the existence of the soul, as 
does the sentence, viz., ‘ there is no ghata ' ( establish its exist- 
ence ). ( 1573 ) 

q[^5R 1 ^ 

«irq;, 1 ?rmT- 

mt sf^s^ mior ?3i[RfT®rmRTf^rq- 
1%*!^ RT?§t I 3n%r«I ^ 5 55 ^- 

f^5Srq5[^lT 

^sfq i 

^ »55^S?q5r I RRJIToft 

mj “ =ITfR 

’* |T% m ?iifR 

5r f 5^?r 

^ IRH 11 11 

*> 

D. C. — The underlying argument is this that since ajiva 
is a word of which an etymology exists and is furthermore a 
hiiddha -pada ( a pure syllable ), it has a pratipa'ha ( a rival ), 
vh,, jt'va. A exists in the case of the negation of 
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one ‘which has an etymology or a dissolution, over and above its 
being a suddha pada. As for example, a pratipmkm, viz., ghata 
exists in the case of aghata which is a negation of ghata; for, 
there is an etymology of ghata, and that it is a '.hiddha }Kuia 
too. One which has no pralipaksa, has no negation possible 
as existing, so far as a md-dha pada, having an etymology is 
concerned. For instance, akharavL'jana is wanting in a prati- 
pakaa, viz., kharavim-ji.a since kliaruvimiia is not a imddha 2 *<*da 
but is a sdind.dka one — is a compound, thougli, no doubt, there 
is a dissolution of this compound, and as sucli it has a vyutpalti. 

We may now examine tin* case of ad/ittha. Dittha is its 
l>7'atipakm-, hut, since this dittha is wanting in a vyutpatti, it 
is out of consideration here. For, two conditions must be 
satisfied ; — 

( i ) It should he a Buddha j)ada. 

( ii ) At the same time, it must have a vyu.tjHttti. 

In tlie case of kharaxmaiia the first condition is not satisfied, 
whereas in the case of dittha, the second is violated. So 
tliere exists neither kharavisaiia, a jyraAipakm of akharavimna 
nor [)ractically dittha, a p>rati 2 >akm of aditthha. 

Now the second hcmistitch. Just as when one says that 
‘ here there is no ghata ' establislies the existence of a ghata 
elsewhere, so the statement that there is no soul, proves its 
existence at least somewhere. The reasoning in this case is 
as under : — 

One of which a negation is being predicated surely exists 
somewhere, c. g., a ghata. You are predicating the negation 
of a soul etc. So it docs exist somewhere. For, what is 
absolutely non exisjDent has no negative prediciation. Khm'a-vi frna 
may be cited as an instance. It is nonexistent; so, tliere is 
no possibilty for affirming t^ie existence of its negation. The 
very fact that you predicate negation in the case of tho soul, 
establishes its existence. 
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This ketu is anaikdntika. 

arosii ewtnrf qflhf sil i 

ft f^ani ii ii ( n'ss ) 

Asao natthi niselio safijo^aYpadisehafl siddhani i 
Sanjogaicaukkam pi siddham atthantare niyajain ii 26 ( 1574) 

[ =ni% i 

# 4 VJTT^ 3 «^?rfq ii ii ( ) 

Asato iiasti iiisedliah saiiiyogadipratisedhatab siddham | 
Saiuyo<^adicat.uskHma|)i siddltain artliautare niyatainll 26 (1514)] 

Trans. 26. Il is proved Dial there is no negation in the 
case of a non existent object owing to the pratisi'dha of samyoga 
(connection) etc., Bven the C|iiarter union consisting of samyoga, 
etc., is certainly proved ( to be existing ) elsewhere. ( 1574 ) 

f ?!; ? , 3IIR 

5r 3 mm jjrtr^ i 

HR ^ 3, I HHT, HTRh W.- 

IRIRS HrTI^H HHfFHHR R^IRH^ I 

HHT ?RIR3 R^THTH^HH H?S:H^s;HH?S[R>Hr- 

^JHRTRHTH RR^HH, ^ 3 HHHI HR^T^TH I H 

iHilt ” IRIR3 iHTRT 

H 3 iHifSHR: ^R| tT?i ^ 

RHHR^qqrR^ m m HqtHHR'H mr 

Rq^s^^? qqr hi^rrhf |rjr ^ 3 h^htssrh: 

HRR^ I 
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aranf 

?n5^57^?r, =^ 301 ! ?T»T'TT^r^5rf^- 

«rT^f 5imq?rii?BT^sr%, r^%^ Rn^qtiRRT^^l 

Rfq«^^, ^?rjr*rr®rt4g^RT^, ^rg 
R?f*IT5TRI^ I rr«TT^ 51^^^- 
^qrfq ^ g =^ 3 :- 

grr^T’j^'T 5^R'T5^^^If^ qai^f ^iRRSt^rir- 

f^?rRJT%?rR^m^, fr«rr, ^f- 

^ 'ftr’TTf? ’' 1 

?754 «i^rd--“-^^^fTT?Y^f fr4t*Tr^^ ri%«^?^, 

3 d^r h R?r-^ »^^T; m 

=T RiT^, 3rm'^T<ir 3 #^-?f-??iJTTr<JTr m 

m ?r^riTt ^irf^^, »3?'Trf^?ir 3 m m?r?T 

fs:^'t^=^?5:T*TRi^?5: ^rftgr, 'm\-^t g q?*T^T?T?r?:ri?5r; ^z^^\‘ 

oTR^TR Jirf^rT, 3rmRT 3 ^’^Jip^rTrq-^rq-T 1 m^rii^'^Rrsn 

vr^ T^s'Ti-^rftrger^iifq !rf¥q% 

JfTTR, 3r«it;^T I %r^^^\ ^m— 

^FR?q;iTi:rq'7, ^ fH irm 

rR«^^ ?T%'7rr^^ JR ?r7 57^=71^: ?7i^ 11 

77m7?ir^T3r1f7 R777T7:, ^pmm 'is^^^% 

R^r7I?][, 3rt7R'^55^7 Tf 77177 77^, 7 7?^ T^?:, 
7ff 7F7^-77!377%77 77T77: 7r?7R, 77T T7R7T ? I 7 

7 7)[7^7T77F7T57777, 7%7 777’=7r7l%tT7757: | ^ 

7 7TK5q^-g^'y^%^ 5^-7:, 7lf7R ”, 77:”, 7f^^'3f7:'’ frqiR 

577 ^ 7155777 : ^7T^?f77T^77Rt7n7f7 II 7^ II H 
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D. C . — When a negation is predicated in the case of any 
object, this negation is to be understood regarding sarhyoga 
( conjunction ), samavaya ( inherence ), samanya ( generality ) 
or visesa ( speciality ), but, not in one and all the aspects. 
For instance ‘ Devadatta is not at home ’ means that the 
samyoga between a bouse and Devadatta, each of which exists, 
is not admitted. This does not mean that the existence of 
either of them is denied in toto. Similarly ‘ an ass has 
no horns ’ means the negation of samavaya between an 
existing ass and horns. Similarly ‘ there is no other moon ’ 
implies that there is a negation of commonness. That is 
to say, we have only one moon, and that there is no 
[jarallel to it. 

That ‘ there are no pearls equal to a ghata in bulk ’ con- 
veys the idea that the distinguishing feature, viz., a measure 
equal to that of a ghata is denied, and not the non-existence 
of pearls. 

Such being the case, (iaiitama ! you may refuse to admit 
only the samyoga of the existing soul with something in some 
way, by saying something like this, that the soul does not exist 
in the body, but you cannot refuse to admit its existence from 
all other stand-points. Some one may come forward to argue 
as under: — 


If there exists that of which negation is predicated, then, 
in my case there must be the sovereignty of the three worlds 
as it is not admitted by you in my case. Furthermore, you 
refuse to believe a fifth pratiscdha, over and above the four 
well known ]>r<fHmlhas, viz , samyoga etc. So there must be a 
fifth pratisedka. These arguments can be refuted as below: — 

We do not admit in your case the sovereignty of the three 
worlds, i. only a particular aspect of sovereignty but not your 
sovereignty which exists owing to your being a master of 
several pupils of yours. Thus you will see that only a particular 
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type* of sovereignty is not admitted but not all types of it. 
Similarly, when we refuse to admit the fifth pratisedha^ it is the 
number ' five ’ associated with it that is denied, and not a 
ptratisedlut in all its aspects. 

Regarding this refutation, it may be argued that this' is all 
moonshine, For, you refuse to admit in me the sovereignty 
of the three worlds — a thing that does exist in my case. The 
number ‘ five ’ not admitted in the case of jjratisedha is also 
non-existent. Moreover, samyoga in the case of a house and 
Devadatta, which is not admitted, is also non-existent. Same 
is the case with samavTiya, sdmdnya and vis'esa. Such being 
the case, how can you say that what is negatived does 
exist i The answer to this sort of argument may be given 
as follows ; — 

That the saniyoga between the house and Devadatta is not 
admitted, does not mean refusal to a«lmit tlie saivyoga of 
Devadatta with a field, a market, a village or the like. More- 
over, the house has no samyoga with Devadatta only ; but it 
ha,s a samyoga no doubt with a bed-stead or the like. 

Similarly the samavdya in the case of an ass and horns 
is not admited; but the samavdya in the case of a cow and 
its horns and the like, is certainly admitted. 

Likewise sdmdnya is not admitted in the case of the 
moon but it is surely admitted in the case of gkataa, cows, etc. 
that are more than one in number. 

Similarly the measure equal to a ghata is refused so far 
as the pearls are concerned but it no doubt exists as regards 
a melton etc. The sovereignty of the three worlds is not 
admitted, Gautama ! in your case ; but it does exist as far as 
2'trthanikaras are concerned. 

Similarly the number fi'^e is not admitted regarding the 
prati^dhas; but it is surely admitted when the question of 
anuttaras is being discussed. 
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B'rom this, you will see that, what we wish to sug'gest 
is this • 

That which is denied, exists ordinarily. By no means we 
want to convey : ‘ that about which negation is predicated, exists 
there and nowhere else Thus, there is no vyahhicara 
( inconsistency ) in what we say. 

(Tautania ! If you wish to retort that you ( Gautama ) do 
not admit the existence of the soul in the body only and admit 
it elsewhere, that is good; fur, it establishes w'hat is desired 
by us. We liave been all this while trying simply to establish 
the existence of the soul. And, if it is thus established, then 
the (t'-iraya ( substratum ) of the soul will be proved as it is 
not possible to justify its existence in any other way. 

It is not justifiable t(» admit any other (m'ayd of the soul 
except the body; for, the Ungas of the soul are seen there. It 
may be borne in mind tliat it will not do to say that the body 
itself is the soul; for, in that case we cannot have avyavastha, 
( fixity ) of the types, vk., he lives, he is dead, he has fainted 
and the like. Of course, tliis vyavastha will be expounded 
hei’eafter. 

Bor the proof of the existence of the soul, another ety- 
mologj^ can be given ~ 

T% r’lt ^ i 

iTf f M II II ( 
r 1%^ H ^ ?fT I 

lIRCll 

Jivo tti satthayuminam sucldhaftanad ghadabhihanarn va | 
Jenafthena sadafthatti so jivo aiia mai hojja || 27 ( 1575 ) 

t 

Aftlit) clelio c'ciya se tam no pajjayavayanabheafl i 
Nanaigiiho ya jad bbanid jivo na debo tti || 2<S ( 1576 ) 
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%5n^5r ^ ) 

3i«ff ^ I 

irr^i^gor?^ ii ii ( ) 

Jiva iti sarthakam idaui siuldhutvato ghatabhidhftnam iva | 
Yeuartheiia sadartham sa jivo’tha matir bJiavet II 27 ( 1575 ) 

Artho deha eva tasya tad no ]>aryriyavac'!anabhe(lat i 
Jnanadigniias ca yato bhanito jivo na <lt;ba iti II 28 ( 1576 )] 

Trans. 27-2<S Tliis word “ jiva ’ is significant owing to 
its being siiddha, as is the word ^hata- Tliat artha ( niean- 
ing ) by means of which it is pregnant with a meaning is 
jiva. If yon, however, think that that artha is only the body, 
that is not so, on account (»f a difference in s\'non) irioi.is words; 
for, jiva is said to have i^anas such as knowledge, etc., and 
not that the body ( is so said ). ( 1575 1576 ) 

mr ^ m’4^ ^ vT^7r% 

55rqRq=!?rTOqoT J-qsqq | q^fq H ^rqilf 

55rqT%if=T% ?T?qfq tjpiqi ^ vrq^, wf^~ 

3t5ii — ir? Ijrqt^q sftqqi^^qist};, ^ 

=q — ** \K crqiSqqgq^tiqqT^I f?:, ’T^qq ” 

1%, srgt irqT^qTSiif i jf I f ? j^rf— ^f- 

q3:T-ss^Tiir^: I qq q?-f qqtqT;, 
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sfTnft |c?Tr?^ ^m- 

5rH#^55r5rm^^^l «^m?i3iTf5?rTTr^ 

IRiffq ^ ^ criigr^^ ?irfii’^^' ^ i 

f%ar ” ^mm fRT^firii^ sr?^:, ^%iy ^ 

3ft^: I 5»fn|^ ^ fRir^^oTt :, i|f^- 

ijTfrgi;, g«ii,^|R5[qimf^ 3nRr, ^^q^^sfq 

5rraT’!T5i5^qqf^m ' ii ii ?^vsv ? w ti 

D. C . — Here iAw 2>>'atijii7t is : Tlie vvordyh’a is significant. 
For, over and above this, it lias a vyrdixiili and it is a mddhti 
pada. Whatever is a kuddhti jtadu and has a vyutpatt/i is here 
seen to be one having an artha ( meaning ). (thdta, etc,, may 
he luentioned as instances; so is tlie word /hvi. Therefore it 
too, is significant. What; is not significant is wanting in vyut- 
2 >atti, and besides, it is not :t 'mddha pada. DitiJia, khara- 
vimna^ etc., are words of tliis type; for, tlie former has no 
vyutpaUi, whereas the latter is not a suddha pada. Such is 
not the case with the word jlva. Therefore it is significant. 
The condition that it should have a vyutpatii is stated here 
to avoid iUttha, etc., which are Buddha padas, but which are not 
significant j for, they fail to satisfy both the conditions. Same 
is the case with khara-vimna; for, though it has a vyutpatti 
it is not a mddha pada. And therefore it is not significant. 

If you believe that simply the body is the artha of j\va, 
because we come across the following line, it i.s not correct, 
since there is a difference in the synonyms of the body andyivet; 

“ Deha evayam anu 2 )rayujyamano drstuli yathaisa jivah, 
enatn na hinasti. ” * 

The words of which the synonyms differ, are seen to be 
non-identical. For instance, ghata is not the same as dhasa 
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as the synonyms of the former, viz., ghctta, kuta, kumi>ha and 
kalaha differ from those of the latter, viz., nahhas, vi/oman, 
antariksa, akri'ga and the like. In the pertinent case, the 
synonyms oi jioa are jantu, asumat, pra/iin, sattva, hhiita, etc., 
and these are by no means the same as sartra, va2'>us, -kaya, 
kalevara, etc., the synonyms of dclia. If this difference in 
synonyms is neglected, anything will be identical with anything 
else, and this is certainly undesirable. 

Now “ tleJm evdyam. an,u2)rayujymndiho drstah ”. Herein, 
there is an u2)aoara ( meta[)horical application ) of jiva to the 
body, as it is with the help of the body that the soul walks etc. 

Moreover, wo <lo hear; “ yatah sa jivah, dahyathm idam 
hariram'\ i. e , the soul has doj)arted and let this body be burnt. 

Furthermore, the sold has an attribute like knowledge, 
whereas the body is jada and has no knowledge. So, how can 
we eipiate the body with the soul ? 

The reasons why the body is not the same as the soul, 
have been already mentioncil while concluding the commentary 
on verse 1562. 


wi w iR^ii ( ) 

Jivo tthi vat) saccani inavvayanao vasesavayanain va | 
Savvannuvayanao va anuniayasavvannuvayanam va li 29 ( 1577 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Jivo’sti* vacah satyam madvacanadava.se.sa\acanaiu iva | 
Sarvajhavacanato va’numatasi^vajnavacanam iva || 20 ( 1577 ) ) 

* 

Trans.- 29 Like my other statement, ( c. g., one pertaining 
to your doubt ), the statement ( of mine ) that the soul exists, 
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is true, £is it is my statement. Or, it is correct owing to its 
being a statement of an omniscient being, as is the case with 
the statement of one whohi you look upon as omniscient. (1577) 

D. o'. — Just a.s my staleuK ut about your doubt is correct 
so this statemout of luiiie that the soul exists is correct; for, 
it i.s my statement. The statement which is not correct, is 
not mino.c. f/., the .statement of a false witnes.s, t)r, the correct- 
ness of this statement, can Ijc also e.stablisliod as under: — 

The .statement tJuit (he .so(d exi.sts i.s corrccl, bc<viuse it 
is the statement of an omniscient Ijoitiy, as is the case with 
a statement, of one wlmm you hiok upon as mrvujua. 

^ ^ u^ou (nvsc) 

Bhaya raga dosa inohabliavao saccamanaVvaim ca I 
Savvam ciya me vto anam jatiaya majihal1Iia\'a\'anam va ll.JOl 1578) 

[ *r^-5[Tq*g-q-^fRT^T^ ^ I 

^ II II ( ) 

Bhaya-raga-dve.sa-uiohabhavat satyam anatip/iti ca i 

Siityam ova me vacanumjnilyakamadhyasthavacanam iva 1130(1578)] 

Trans. 30 Bverything that 1 say, is certainly true and 
free from any ftiult, on account of the { complete ) absence of 
fear, attachment, aversion and inftituation ( in me ) as is the 
case with the words of an intelligent and impartial pensun. (1578) 
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D. G. — Whatever I say, should be taken to be true and 
flawless, as I am ( entirely ) free from fear, atUichmeut, aveVsion 
and ignorance. In this world, it is a matter of common ex- 
perience that whatever is said by one devoid of fear, etc., is true. 
For instance, the words spoken to one who has lost his way, 
by one who knows it, who is fearless and who is dovt)id of 
attachment and aversion, are true. My statement belongs to 
the same category. So it is true and flawless. 

The doubt of Gautiinia svainin is being answered. 

^ *rf uf I 

^ si 5rmt% %wi ^ a qgait ii^ui 

Kaha savvannii tti iiiai jenaham savva.saiTisayaccliei | 

F’ucchasiJ va jam na jana<si jena va tc paccao hojja ii .11 (1579) 

efT 3rT?rrr% m t ii ii ( ) 

Katham sarvajfia iti matir yeuiLham sarvasaiiisayacclied) 1 
Pficcha va yad na jaiiasi yeua va te {)rat.yayo bhavoi II 31 (1.579) j 

Trans.~?>] You may be thinking as to how 1 am om- 
niscient. This is so; for, I can remove all doubts. Or you may 
ask ( me ) vvhat you do not know so that you may be con- 
vinced ( about my omniscience ). ( 1579 ) 

‘ ?T%: ^ ffrf I ri IT?#, 
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5=^ira ?4 JT 5n^ri%, i ^?Ti?r^iT^sfq 

^fefi5[A5Tr^ ^f^ 

T%ft^sf^rrrWfRmT%5r^t fra u ii 

D. C. — You nuxy be thinkinj^ as to how I aio •omniscient 
and you may be belicvinj^ that I am not entirely free from fear, 
attachment, aversion and infatuation. In thfit case I reply 
as under : — 

1 can remove till doubts. Whoever can do so, is certainly 
omniscient. So 1, too, am omniscient. If you were to aroue that 
this lirla is imaiknrdikii ( inctmclusive ) owing to want ot Jin 
illustration, and impossibility of establishing anvaya^ it is not 
so; fiir, in this vipary<(-y>(, tlie (inulpatti ( imipplieability ) 
itself of state of removing doubts is a proof that goes 
against it. What is the use of searching for <</M.v(//a ? Or you 
nuiy ask me anything that you do not know so that you 
may become convinced about xny omniscience. 

That I !im froo from fear, etc., is jxrovod in my case, owing 
to their cbarai'-teristics being m.'t seen in me. To suspect the 
existence of a. Lihyin. even when tliere is a. total absence of 
ii liiHjd-, is too much. 

Concluding the jiuthor says : — 

ixma ! nip:'TOi<iidt%^ i 

ii ii (n'So) 

F.vjun iiVcUigalinoani Qo^'ania ! savvappamanasanisiddham | 
Sarnsari-yara-thavara-tasaibheyam munc jivam ii 32 { 1580 ) 

gof n II ( ) 

Evam upayogalingam Gautama ! sarvapramanasaihsiddham i 
Saiustiri-tara-stbavara -trasabhedam rnuna jivam || 32 ( 1580 ) ] 
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• ‘Trans.— yi Thus Gautama ! know the soul as one having 
upayoga ( attention } as the characteristic mark, as one proved 
by all the valid proofs and ( also ) as one having classifications 
like samsarln ( mundane ) and itara ( not mundane ) and the 
mundane having two sub-classifications, viz., sthavara ( immo- 
bile ) and trasa ( mobile ). ( 1580 ) 

fe?:?: I 3rrf^»js:r^ 
ffe II II II 

** Tf_ ^ irmfgfT: I 

i^^v[T ^IsT ii \ ii 

5r;T: | 

mu 

m fe^T.5»TtTfe?TqT I 

II ^ II 

WtR H II V I! 

TFrriTrT^tffT^T:, 

’TfeWf— 

D. C. — In this way, Gantaina ' admit that there is a sonl 
which 'has upciyoga as its lihga^ of wtiich the existence 
is proved by all the three pramana.^.. viz., ]n'atya.hm, 



•: 52 > 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[ The first 


otnuniana and agama, and which can be variously classified. 
Some of these classifications are :~samsarin ( mundane ) and 
mukta ( liberated ), suksma ( subtle ) and hadara ( gross ), 
paryapta ( developed ) and aparyapta ( non developed ), etc. 
Furthermore, the mundane beings are sub-divided as sthdvara 
( immobile ) and trasa ( mobile ). 

Here a V^edantin may say that, many varieties of the soul 
are unwarranted; for, the soul is everywhere the same. This 
is corroborated by the following verses : — 

“ Eka eva hi bhutalnm bhuf-e bimte pratisthitah i 
Ekadhu hahudhTt caiva drsi/ate jalcaiulravat ii 1 || 

Yatha vUmddJuim dkamm timiropapluto janah i 
Sahkh'fiuni iva mafrubhir biminahhir ahhimanyate II ^ l) 

T<tfhed((m amalafit brahma nirvikalparnavidyayd i 
Kidnmtvam ivTrpannani hhedarupam prakmatc ii 5 ii 

U rdltvamvlam adhaJisakhani alivattham p'l’dhur ax'yayam i 
Chanddmsi yaaya parnTmi yas lam veda sa vedavit || 4 11 ” 

And 

Purusa ('vcdam giii tKtTvani, yad bhutarn, yacea hhfwyavi 
nldmvtat,vasye'm)ia}i^ yadii)inr>idtiroh<iti, yad ejali, yad naijati, 
yad dure, yadu <tnilke,yad ankiranya s<trvasya, yat sarx^asyTisya 
bahyiUah. 

This view of the Vedantin is now beinir refuted 

goi di vtw sr i 

(nit) 

Jai puna so ego cciva liavejja vomam va savvapindesu i 
Goyama ! tad egalirigam pindesu talia na jivoyam li 33 ( 1581 ) 

nttfiT I fqotf <T«rr ^ ii ii ( ) 
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Yadi piinah sa eka eva bhaved vyomeva sarvapindesu | 
Crautania ! tad ekaliugam pinde.su tatha na jivo’yam || 33 (1581) ] 


Trans —33 O Gautama ! if that soul were really one in 
all the pindas ( bodies ) as is the case with the sky, then that 
( sky ) is ( only ) of one form in different corporeal pindas but 
such is not the soul. ( 1581 ) 

^ 3[T^T 

II II 


I). C . — Some one may a,sk a (piestion : What harm is 
there, if, on the basis of the verses, etc., just quoted, the S(»ul is, 
on the analogy of the sky, looked upon as one i.e. having no such 
classifications, as mundane and non-nmndano and the like, so 
far as all the /nudas, viz., the bodies of a denizen of hell, 
tiryac, a human being and a celestial Ijeing, are concerned ? 

The answer is this : As regards the sky, it is alright to 
say that it is only one; for, the sky, even while permeating 
all the corporeal pmdas, is seen to be uniform-free from any 
distinctions. Such is not, however, the case vvitVi the sovd 
in question. It is not observed to be uniform ; for, it dilFer.s 
from to pindn. jMoreover, the difference in characteristic.s 

presupposes, the difference in those having these characteristics. 
Hence, the soul is not one ^n number. 

Here is the illustration : — 
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f 553R^f^t3Tt I 

?T 3r3?t ?r^Ji% ii^sii (n<=i) 

Nana[iva kumbhadau vva bhiivi lakkhanaibheyao | 
Suha-dukkha-bandha-mokkhabhavo ya jad tadegatte ii34(1582) 

II li ( ) 

Nanajivfili kuinbhSdaya iva bhvivi laksaiiadibbedat | 
Sukha-duhkha-V}uri(lha-ui()ksabhiivas ca yatas tadekatve 1134(1582)] 

Trans.- M In this world, there are different souls like 
( different ) water-pots, etc., on account of the difference in their 
characteristics, etc. For, if they were ( only ) one, there will be 
non-existence of sukha ( happiness |, duhk/ia ( misery ), bandha 
( bondage ) and nioksa ( emancipation ). ( 1582 ) 

# II ) I! 

D. C. — The living beiugs in this world, differ from one 
another; for, there is a difference in their characteristics etc. 
As a parallel example may be mentioned water-p(»ts etc. 
Whatever is not different from anotiier object, does not differ 
in characteristics from it. As for exaniple, the sky is every- 
where the S!ime ( since ghaiM-hm does not (iiffer from rnathJikiisa). 
Moreover, if there were only one soul, then, there will be 
nothing like happiness, misery, bondage and emancipatitwi. But 

these do exist. Therefore all the souls are different, and their 

« 

number is not one but many. 

How do the characteristics differ in each body 'i 
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3W3TJnt 3^ra-wnftH3Tr ^ nsohn ii^'iii 

Jenovadgaliiigo jivo bhinno ya so paisanram | 

Uvaogo ukkarisa- vagarisao tena tc’nanta ii 35 ( 1513 ) 

^S^r^U II II ( 

Yenopayogalingo jivo bhiiinas ca sa pratisanram i 
Upayoga iitkarsa- |)akarsatas Lena tc'iiantrih II So ( jo83 ) ] 

7ra//s. 35 'I'hal npayoifa ( ailentioii ) by means of which 

the soul has attention as the characteristic mark, is different 
in every body. 'I'he upayoya has maximum and minimum 
scales, 'riierefore they ( souls ) are infinite in number, (1583) 

^4 Jfmrsftqr ’i5mq[ li ) ii 

1). C . — This soul lia.s as its eh.-iracteristic, ujxii/^ipa ( atten- 
tion ) consisting ol‘ two kinds of* know'ledgo, viit., dilFerontiated 
and iindifFerentiated. Tfiis ui>rt,yi>ga lias infinite varieties ; 
for, it differs from body to body, some Itaving the utkarm 
( maxijnuiu ) upayogn^ some having the <i,pnk<t- 7 \y.(, ( minimum ) 

upmjogn, and some having Myaoyoi’/o, betwoen these two oxtrenies. 
Therefore the souls are of infinite kinds owing to the infinite 
varieties of 7ii>(i,yi>ga. This lias been already alluded to, in 
the first hemistich of verse 1582. 

Now, with regards to happiness, misery, etc., i. e., ex[)ositiou 
of the liecond hemisticli of verse 158 3, the author says: 

Him *irn ^ ^ drad ^rfinid ii ii (?hcs) 
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Egatte savvagayattao na mokkhadao nabhasseva I 

Kalta bhotta manta na ya samsari jahagasam ii 36 ( 1584 ) 

•^?r? ^ ^ q5iiTss'^T??n?; ii ii ( ) 

Ekatve sarvagatatvato na moksadayo nabhasa iva | 

Karta bhokta manta na ca samsari yathaka”sam || 36 ( 1584 ) ] 

Trans. -Zb On oneness { being accepted in the case of 
souls ) there will not be liberation, etc., owing to ( the soul ) 
being all-pervading, as is the case with the space. Moreover, 
like space, the soul will not be a karir { a doer ) a bhoktr 
( an enjoyer ), a mantr ( thinker ) and 'dsaiitsarin ( a mundane 
being).' ( 1584 ) 

fra I H ^ ^ ?r ^^ra 

^ m w ff^ ii ii 

D. O. — If there is only otic soul, then there is no scope for 
happiness and misery, bondtige and liberation and the like 
since one soul will be all-pervading. Space may be here cited 
as a pertinent case. 

One where in there are hajtpiness, misery etc., is not 
all-pervading, e. g,, Dcvadatta. 

Further more, since the number of the souls is only one, and 
not more, the soul cannot be an agent, an enjoyer, a thinker 
and a mundane being. That which is one in number, is not a 
doer etc., — a fact which is corroborated by the example of space. 

Besides 

^ t% ? I 

^ 9 II ^vs II 
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Egafte natthi suhi bahuvaghau tii desaniruu vva | 

Bahuttara baddhattanao na ya mukko desamukko vva ll 37 (1585) 

[ fra i 

ff II II ( ) 

Ekatve nasti sukhi bahfipaghata iti desaniruja iva i 
Bahutarabaddhtvato na ca mukto desamukta iva i| 37 ( 1585 ) ] 

Trans. —Zl When there is oneness ( of the souls ), none 
is ( completely ) happy on account of many diseases, as is the 
case with one who is partially free from disease. Purlheremore, 
none is ( entirely ) liberated owing to many bondages, as is 
the case with one who is partially tree. ( 1585 ) 

g«ff ^ ^ 

^sfq^ gigTtqgigiFggraTg, 

f g #sfq ^ g 5^sfq 

g«lT i gwf^ra 

!g^mg<Tq%gfgrra ^gigrmra f^«ig^ lUvs ( ) h 

D. (7. — There are infinite living beings viz., denizens ot 
hell, hryacs and others, who are certainly uuhap[)y ori acctiunt 
of their suffering from various types of physical and mental 
diseases, and only an infinitesimal portion of them is happy. 
Similarly infinite beings are tiedMown by the bondages of 
karmans^ and only an infinitesimal part of them is liberated. 
If all these living beings are not looked upon as different 
entities, but are considered as only one, then none can be 
seen htfppy owing to a great many diseases, as is the case 
with Yajriadatta who has a^ disease in all parts (jf the body 
except in a finger. Similarly none is liberated, and hence none 
can enjoy the bliss accruing from liberation, since there is a 
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great; deal of bondages. One who has fetters all along ' his 
body: except a finger may be mentioned as an illustration. 

Thu.s^ owing to onenes.s there is no possiblity for happi- 
nes.s, etc. So it follows tliat there are many souls and not 
only one. 

Hefntation of the view-point of the N<(iijai/ihts, who admit 
(the existence of) many soubs, but take them to be all-pervading: — 

Jivo taiiumettatlho jaha ktimbho taggiinovalambhao l 
Abava’nuvalainbliad bliinnarnnii ghade padasseva ii 3S ( 1586 ) 

II II 

Jivastammiutra.stlio yatha knmbhastadgunopalambhut 1 
Athavidnupalamldiiid bhinne ghate patasyeva || 3S ( 1636 ) j 

Transc. 38 rite sou! pcnricates the body only, since its 
attributes are found there, as is the case with a pitcher. Or 
because it is not found ( elsewhere ), as is tlie case with a piece 
of cloth ( which does not permeate |, a pitcher is different from 
it. ( 1 586 ) 

qffsffq:, q^q qqiqiq q%fq il ) li 

l). O — The measure of the soul is only as much ,as that 
of the body it occupies. 'That is to say, there is no soul out- 
side the body it occupies. For, Vts attributes are found only 

« 

in that body. To give an illustration, the attributes of a pitcher 
exist only in a pitcher and not outside it. 
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• 'As an alternative argument it may be said : — That is non- 
existent there, where it cannot be realized by any of the 
pramanas. A s for example, a piece of cloth does not permeate 
a pitcher wliich is separate from it. 

The soul is not seen outside tl>e body. Conso(|uently it 
should be taken to be non-existent there. 

While concluding the author says ■ 

Vttrll ^ ^ ^ I 

II II ( ) 

Tamlia katta bliotta baiidlio nn)kkho suhain ca dukkham ca l 
Samsaranam ca bahiitai’savvagayatle yujultaim || { 1587 ) 

[ ^ ^ I 

Tasma,t kartji bhoktil bandho moksah sukham ca dulikham ca | 
Sfimsaranam ca bahritv!i,’sarvagatatvayoh suyukbini || 39 (1587) j 

Trans. 39 Therefore a doer, an enjoyer, hondage, liber- 
ation, happiness, misery, mundane existence and metamorphosis 
are thoroughly justifiable wlien the souls are admitted as many 
and non-all pervading. ( 1587 ) 

D. C. — Therefore it is oidy when it is admitted tliat souls 
are many and that none of them is all-pervading, action etc, 
which are the attributes of the sold, can have any place. If 
not, these attributes will be meaningless. Ho please admit tho 
soul which is thus established by praniaii/if:. 

Now the. meaning of the sentences of the \ eda which 
may be troubling you. 
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! IwnoF 3T<«i ^ i 

5r ft s nq iqp ft ii «o ii ( ) 

fl?noi^*n?n g»?sg h ii«?ii 

3|R^ ^ ?r 3f ^ i 

3f «foW ^ «^3Tt «3RR ^ 5{rt>T% II SR II (?HV) 

Ooyama ! Veyapayanam imana attham ca tam na yanasi | 

Jam vinnanaghano cciya bhiiyehinlo samutthaya ll 40 ( 1588 ) 

Mannasi majjaiigesu va mayabhavo bhuyasamiidaubbliiid 1 
Vinnanamettamaya bhue’nu vinassai sa bhlid ll 41 ( 1589 ) 

Atllii na ya peccasanna jam puvvabhave’bhihanamaniugo ill | 
Jam bhaniyam na bliavao bhavantaram jai jivo tti ll 42 |I59()) 

ll v® li ( ) 

fqiTHmsuTTtm ^55 ^ ii ii ( 

5? ^rm sfh fra ii v?^ ii ( K*\%o ) 

Guutuma 1 Veda padanaiuesauiarthnui ca tvaui na janasi I 
Yad vjjnauaglmna eva bhutebhyah samutthaya li 40 ( 1588 ) 

Manyase luadyangesviva madabhavo bbutasamudayodbhutah i 
VijuunauiatraiUiitiua bbute’nu vinijsyati sa bbviyab || 41 (1589) 

♦ 

Asti ua ca pretyasanjila yat purvabhave’bhidhanamamuka iti i 
Yful bbanitam na bhavad bhavantaram yati jiva iti || 42 (1590)] 
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‘ Trans. -AQ-A\-A2 Uautama! You do not know the (real) 
meaning of these sentences of the V'^eda. For, }’ou believe 
that none but the assemblage of ( tlie particles of ) knowledge, 
after having arisen from elements, in the way in which 
intoxication arises, from the sources of spirituous liquors, is a 
soul consisting of knowledge only the soul which has sprung 
up from the collection of elements. It again perishes after the 
elements ( have perished |, and thiit there is no designation in 
the previous birth to the effect that it w-as named as such and 
such in the former birth ( existence ) and hence it is said that 
the soul does not go from one bhava. to another existence. 
( 1588-1589 LYK) ) 

H I sri^-— 

i wM 

<<^uon»irq'JTt 

RIRT^ I 

^ 5 iTRR rTRi^^qf?- 

®TRT#5Rnif^f^ mm, v:rRif^f^5 

%R^^: ? R^T«ir%=fRR f% 

sriRR^Jt, ?f?l*rrrRf ^R-^T^R ^rnT% 

5T RTR2rTf??Il0l^TRH^ ^IR I 31^ ^ 

#Tf^, HR^TR3r;iIRrW5RR^ ;frf|gr, 

^ m miK, 

SlFt^ 1 1 5RR ? 
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) II 

D. C. — By these senteiices of the Veda are meant those 
which Gautama had in his mind. 

The assemblage of knowledge consists of the united 

o o 

particles of knowledge arising from elements such as earth etc., 
combined together. 

The restriction, viz., ‘none els<; hut’, is here mentioned with 
a view to exclude a sold according to the zltjndivrtiiHs ( believers 
in universal soul ) is di.stinct from the collection of elements 
and which is an abode or sidjstratum of attributes like jvana 
( knowledge ) etc. 

The sources of sjiirituous liquors are dhaUikt etc. 

Gautama believes that the soul has not come from any 
previous birth but it has been generated by tlio elements — it has 
been evolved out of them. So, when tliese elements jterish, 
the soul, too perishes; and it is not born once more as the 
Atmavadins believe. In sliort, it has neither any incarnation 
nor any transmigration. Such being the case it is not possible 
to say that such ami sucli a one who was previously a denizen 
of hell or a celestial Ix/ing, is now born as a human being. For, 
on the termination of a stage as that of a denizen of hell or the 
like, everything was over — nothing was left, not even the soul. 

Thus, when the soul altogether arises from — gets evolved 
out of — a collection of elements and completely perishes as 
soon as these elements perish, there is none who proceeds 
from one birth to another. 

1 understand the meaning of these sentences us follows;- 

o 
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m 5ff% I 

w H fa qjR«T ii aa ii 

Qoyama ! payatthamevam niannanto natlhi mannase jivara | 
Vakkantaresii ya puno bhanio jivo jamattlii tti ii 43 ( 1591 ) 

Aggihavanaikiriyaphalani ca to samsayam kiinasi jive | 

Ma kuru na payattho’yam imam payaitham nisamehi ii 44 (1592) 

[ ! q?!’! i 

^ ii ii ( 

H q?r4fs^fiTii ii ii ( ) 

Gauiani:i ! [liidai'tlia evaiii uianyajiiiino nasti iiiiuiyuse jivuui | 
VttkyHiitiire.sii ca puuar-bhauit.o jivo yadastiti II 43 ( 1591 ) 

Agiii havaiiiuli kriyapbuluiii ca tatah saiiisayam karosi jive | 

Alii kuru na padartho’yauiimaiii {ladarthain nisuiuaya || ( 1592 ) ] 

Trans 43 44 (jaulama ! While construing the sentences 
in this \va)', you believe that there is no soul. And, in other 
sentences it is said that there is a soul, and, moreover there 
is a fructiiication of an oblation to fire etc. Consequently, you 
entertain a doubt about ( tlie existence of ) the soul ; but do 
not do it. This is not the meaning of the sentences. But hear : 
this is the meaning of the sentences. ( 1591 1592 ) 

I qrqq^fq ?^q^q^q q?i4 
^ ' ?rqq I fqqi-- 

sfqq^^tqfra^ftfT, iTSRtt qi fqqr*sfqq ^ ?rqrr%i 

2.#ii ^rforq: qfqqrrqq: I qsn 
?-q[r%q^^T^rqfqmTl[r%qrqT: lit 
^ i 4 iTqr?crT?irm^*TrvqRH?qT'JTtqq?T^ i ^rq: 
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i ^ jtt 

qfSlT^ms: WifTr^Tss^oT^fg 11 

( ) u 

D. (J . — O (jrautaiua ! you interpret this sentence ‘in the way 
just shown. And hence, you conclude that the soul does not 

exist. At the same time, you notice that the following sentences 
of the voda establish/n:^ the existence of the soul : — 

" Na ha vai sakarWosya 'prkijahjynyayor apaliatir asti, a— 
karirasya va i-a^antani [triyh'priyc ii,a sprkatak. ” 

Moreover I’rom the sentences such as 

‘‘ Aonihotrin juhuyHt svargalcunuh ’ 

it follows that there accrues a fruit of an olFering, oblation 
to fire, etc.,- a fruit to bo enjoyed during tlie next birth, and this 
fruit ciin have no meaning unless it is admitted that the soul 
goes in, for another existence or birth. 

These various statements lead you to doubt the existence 
of the soul. i>ut, there is no need of entertaining such a 
doubt as this doubt is due to your misinterpretiug the sentence, 
viz., “ lyijhdnayliana eva ” etc. 

The real interpretation of this sentence is as follows; 
please hear it. 

T^i<m3itsmoit ftaonorawjfj ^ srtf rft i 

H viw? w^?it ^r^ftnojTunfwt'n ii »s ii ( ) 

3R«ia^3itiif ii n ( ) 
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VinnSnao’nanno vinnanaghanno tti savvaovavi I 
Sa bhavai bhuehinto ghadavinnanai bhavena ii 45 ( 1 593 ) 

Taim ciya bhuyaim so’nu vinassai vinassamanaim I 
Atthantarovaoge kamaso vinneya bhave nam li 46 { 1594 ). 

« II li ( ) 

ds3 I 

II II ( ) 

Vijnanadarianyo vijiianaghana iti sarvatovyapi | 

Sa bhavati bhfitebhyo ghatovijuanadibhavona || 45 ( 1593 ) 

Tanyeva bhfitani so’nu vinasyati vinasyainanani i 
Arthantaropayoge kramaso vijnoyabhavena I) 4() ( 1594 ) | 

Trans.— 45-4() The soul ( itself ) is the assemblage of 
vijhanas owing to its being non-separate from vijhano, or it 
is so, on account of its pervasive all around. It arises from 
elements in the form of the vijnana of a pitcher, etc. When those 
very elements perish as vijneya-bhavas ( objects coming within 
the range of vijhana ) on the attention being gradually directed 
to another object, it (the soul) subsequently perishes. (1593-1594) 

** RRTST^S^, f m I 

^ fi% fkm I 
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I 

«Kr^5p%or 5 ?T^^t;T ^5!TnJTT-S?TJTJ{f^rfTft:iIS5!ll?^^T^ 

f^?rr?jjRg^r5TTH, 

?r I f r^Tqfm^oi 

5ft^: Hgr«lR 5^^>JrTJTrf?[^TS5^^R^TqtJr 

Rr^T^iT5gfRr?^3 ii VH-»^ 

( ? W ) II 

D. 0 . — Here the soul is said to be vij Fianayha7ia~a.n 
assejublage of vijuatui tor either of tlie two reasons viz., 
( 1 ) the soul is uon-separate from — is identical with vijulmct 
which is ni>ayoga either of the type of jndiui or that of 
dars'ana, and ( 2 ) the soul has each and every pradem 
( the minutest portion ) of it, formed from a collection of infinite 
modifications of vijhana. 

The word cva used in connection with vij unnaykana shows 
that the belief of the Naiydyihm and others conveyed by the 
following sentence is untenable : 

“ Svarupena nirvij ndnatvaj jado’sau, buddhis tu Ultra sama- 
vetaiva. ” 

This soul is evolved out of the elements which are olgects 
fit to bo known — the objects like a pitcher, a piece of cloth 
etc. That is to say, it gets transformed as the knowledge of 
a pitcher etc., on realizing that this is a pitcher, this is a piece 
of cloth, etc. 

These very elements such a [litcher etc, which had once 
served as substratum for knowledge, perish; that is to Siiy. they 
cease to be objects fit to be known when the attention of the 
soul is directed towanls anotljcr object when these objects are 
hidden or concealed from sight or when the mind is working 
in sou»e other channel. Such being the case, the soul ceases 
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to know them i, e., ceases to exist as knowledge of these objects. 
This is here looked upon as its destruction. The sum and 
substance is this - 

When a^soul c(imes to know any object, it is said to have 
been produced from that object; but, when it ceases to think 
of it and directs its attention somewhere else, it is said to 
have perished; for, the object with which it once identiOed 
itself, has perished. 

Does the soul perish entirely in this way ? The answer 
is in the negative as suggested in the following verse : — 

fl'wn'ndrjfn ii ii 

Piivvavaravinnanovaogao vigama-sambhavasahavo i 
Vinnanasantaie vinnanaghano’ yamavinasi ii 47 ( 1593 ) 

II II ( ) 

Purva’para vijnunopayogato vigama-sauilibava svabhavah i 
Vijhanasantatya vijhanaghatio yamavinasi II 47 ( 1.^95 ) ] 

Trans. 47 This vijimnaghana ( the soul ) has the nature 
of destruction and that of origination on account of the 
( corresponding ) apayogas being dissociated with the previous 
vipCana and the subsequent one. It is immortal owing to the 
continuity of vijhcina.. ( 1595 ) 

M «V9 ( ) II 
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D, C. — This very soul, though one, has a three-fold n&ture. 
When it is attentive to another object, it has died; for, at that 
time, its attention to the former object is gone, but it has origi- 
nated so far as the attention to this new object is concerned. 
Side- by side with its twofold nature pertaining to destruction 
and origination, it has permanence owing to the continuity of 
the general vijhana existing from the beginning-less time. 
Similarly every object has a three -fold nature consisting of 
utpada ( origination ), vyaya ( destruction ) and dhrauvya 
( permanence ), and that there is nothing which is created in 
all respects, and that there is nothing which entirely perishes. 

Na ca peccananasannavalitthae sampaovaogao I 
Vinnanaghanabhikkho jivo’yani Veyapayabhihio ii 48 ( 1596 ) 

II tl ( ) 

Na ca pretyajnfma sanjnft'vatisthate sampratayogat | 

V^ijnfina ghanabhikhyo jivo’yam Vcdapadfibhihitah II 48 (1596) ] 

Trans. — 48 The designation pertaining to former knowledge 
does not exist owing to the iipayoga being directed to ( a ) 
present object. This soul is named vijjana^hana as said in 
the sentences of the Veda. { 1596 ) 

51 ^ JIM5ft fT5r^% I 

fg: ? l 

q^q^)q#|qTfR, ^q^*T^qq I 

5Tfi?fg Ii ) 11 
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■ D. C . — When the attention of the soul is diverted from 
one object to another, e. g., from a pitcher to a piece of cloth, 
then it ceases to bo styled as ghatfiixiyoga ( attention to a 
pitcher ) but acquires a new designation viz., patopayoga 
( attention to a piece of cloth ). Such being the case, this 
soul is named as vijminaghana in the Veda. Therefore, 
Gautama ! admit that the soul exists. 

ft wvwft i 

a sft ft ^ ^ II II (n^'s) 

3nf^ ^ i 

ftr ii 'io h ( ) 

Evam pi bhuyadhammo nanam tabbhavabhavao buddhi | 

Tam no tadabhavammi vi jam nanam Veyasamayanim || 49(1597) 
Atthamie aicce cande santasii aggi vayasii | 

K,imjoirayam puriso appajjoi tti niddittho ii 50 ( 1598 ) 

[ I 

3r^crf?T^ i 

5^ ^T^g: II II ( ) 

Evamapi bhutadharmo jnanani tadbhavabhsvato buddhih | 

Tad na tadabhave’pi yajjfianam Ve<lasainaye II 49 ( 1597 ) 

Astamita aditye candre saiitayor -agni-vacoh | 

Kimjyotirayaui puriisa atmajyotiriti nirdistah || 50 ( 1598 ) J 

Trans. -49-50 You may think that even in this w^ay, 
knowledge is the dharma of elements owing to its 
existing when they exist ( and that it does not exist when 
there is their non-existence ). This is not proper; for, even 
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when they are non-existent, knowledge is said to exist in the 
following doctrine of the Veda 

What jyotis ( light ) has this man when the Sun has set, 
the Moon has set and when ( even ) fire and speech are quiet? 
It is Said; that is the light of the soul. ( 1597-1598 ) 

ffe: ^ 

^ ” ** 

^TT^r 1?^ ^ ^ ^ =q?5[im- 

rf^TT ^ 

I ^3^^, TlfT%5%f If fft^-’ft^TTf^rlillfqi fH 

^^fcrq-5^T%^?Rnr5f^t?Tf^ ^ 5 »TTiTT;q fRiiT^rq;, ^?ii- 

^TT%sf^ »T?I^ ^IRTJ^R fT% I 

^TR, 

3IT^^f^‘. ^5rr%f^ ft’TI'^, f R*IIf I 3ITf^r^T^?Rm53[ 

f% ? ft^Tf-“ 31^ 5^^fR ”, 5^^ I m ^ m- 

|R Rf^^ =1 ffl^ ff^ 

^^iriq; li W'Ao ( ) II 

I). O . — Gflutiiiiia mil}’ tliink as uiitler: — 

Even in this way — the way in which is interpreted the 
second hemistich of verse 1593 bc<;innin<x with “ sa hhavdi' 
hJiuehinto it <?ets riroveii that knowledo^e is the dlinrina of 
elements such as earth etc. For, knowledge exists when the 
elements exist. This is what folhr.vs from “ ele.hlt.yo bJiutehliyah 
sanmtthaya tanyevami vmas'ydti. ” Furthermore, i;i the absence 
of the elements, knowledge does not exist. 
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That which exists only when another exists and which is 
non-existent when that another is non-existent, is the dharnut 
of that anotlier e. g., the moon-light of the moon. Knowledge 
is associated with elements both anvaya and vyatireka. Con- 
sequently it is the dharina of elements. This thought is 
unjustifiable ; for, only a particular type of knowledge which 
has for its object, the elements, blue, yellow etc, is associated 
with these elements by aiivaya and vyatireka and not the 
entire kuowlodo’o in oeneral. For, evetj when the elements 
are absent, the Veda declares that ordinary knowledge exists. 
This is what we learn from ydjnavalkya who says “ Astamite 
dditye, tuiiidr'iwasyasUmhite, k<iidc’giuiu, sdiUaydm vlici^ him 
jyotir evdyaiH purusa dtmajyolili samrTul iti hovdoa. ” Herein 
the soul havin'' :t ilamc in the form of ktiowlediro is 
alluded to. Hence it follows lliat knowledge is not the 
dharma of elements. 

The reason Is as under: — 

Tsr ii ii ( ?W) 

Tadabhave bhavao bhavc cabhavao na taddhainmo | 

Jaha ghadabhavabhave vivajjayao padu bhinno ii 51 ( 1599 ) 

II II ( ) 

Tadabhuve bhavad bhtive cubhavato na taddbarmali l 

Yatiia glnitabliavabliave vi[)aryayal puto bidnnah || 51 ( 1599 ) J 

» 

TVn/ts. 5,1 One that exists when another does not exist 
and does not exist when that another exists, is not its dharma. 
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For instance, a piece of cloth is different ( from a pitcher ) 
owing to its viparyaya regarding the existence and non-existence 
of the pitcher. ( 1599 ) 

, mx ^ 

«TT^ ^ ii \\ ( ) ii 


D. C . — Just as a piece of cloth is not the dharma of a 
pitcher, but is different from it, for, even when a pitcher exists, 
a piece of cloth does not exist, and that even when that pitcher 
is non-existent, the piece of cloth exists, so knowledge is not 
the dharma of elements; for, in the liberated state, it exists, 
even though the eleinents do not, and that it does not exist 
even when the elements are present in a dead body etc. 


Having explained the meaning of some of the sentences 
of the Veda, the author weile concluding the subject, explains 
briefly the meaning of the remaining sentences of the Fccfa. 

ft ^ gf ftionoT qt u sq ii (t^oo) 

«rt| ^ ftftn gqftsfqt aqtiTri i 

et ftq’ Hf u-'uqsiRafr siaft Prw i 
ft ^ ftftri^ ii sa ii 

fnflwn-ft^unsft ^01 q?R«ff ftqsfmi 1# I 

ftw^ nil ii hh u ( ) 
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Bsini Veyapayanam na tamattham viyasi ahava savvesim I 
Attho kim hojja sul vinnanam vatthubheo va ii 52 ( 1600 ) 

Jai davvani kiriya guno’hava sanisao tavajutto | 

Ayameveti na vayam na vatihii dhammo jao jutio it 53 { 160! ) 

Savvam ciya savvamayam sa-parapajjayao jao niyayam l 
Savvamasavvamayain pi ya vivittarupam viv^akkliao ii 54 (1602) 

Samanna-visesamao fena payattho vivakkhaya jutto | 
Vatthussa vissaruvo paijayavekkhava savvo u 55 ( 1603 ) 

[ ^ rf 3r?I^T I 

3 r«i: f% ^ ll ii ( ) 

goTts^fqr i 

^ qtq ^ 5^1 li 11 ( ) 

=q 11 ’av 11 ( ) 

^HTT?^-fq%q?Tq^^^ q^r^qf fqq^^T I 

fq^^q: qq^qr^^qi ^q: 11 0 ( 

Esaui Vedupadauani na tvaniarthaui vetsi athava sarvesain i 
Arthah kim bhavet srutir-vijuftnaiu vastubhodi) va ii (1600; 

Jatir-tiravyam kriyil guno’thava samsayas tavayuktali I 
Ayameveti navayam na vastndhanno yalo yuktali It o3 (1601) 

Sarvameva sarvamayain sva-para paryayato yato niyatain 1 
Sarvaniasarvainayamapi ca viviktanipain vivaksaya |l ( 1603 ) 

Samanya-visesamayaslena padartho vivakaaya ynktab i 
Vastuno vi3vaiMi|)ah paryflyapeksavu. isarvali tl 06 ( 160H ) ] 

Trans.- 52- 55 You do not know the artha ( nicnnin)T ) 
oi thq^^e sentences of the Veda or that of all, ( Hence you 
have a doubt. ) What can artha be ? Is it sriiti, knowledge, 


lO 
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difference in ( i. e., speciality of ) an object, a genus, a subs- 
tance, an action, or an attribute ? Your doubt is ill-based; 
for, it is not proper to draw a sweeping conclusion regarding 
the dharma of an object that it is only this or that it is 
certainly not this. For, each and every thing ( sarva ) is 
certainly all things ( sarvamaya ) from the stand-point of 
its own modifications and those of the rest, and that sarva 
is a sarvamaya too, from the stand-point of separateness. 
Therefore, it is proper ( to believe ) that a substance has a 
generality and speciality, according to the stand-point taken 
and that its nature is varried from the view-point of its 
paryayas. ( 1600 -1603 ) 

5T 3rRT%, 

Rjqrsq^qR^:; <^^qR4: ? ffg i 

m ^ “ srq^q, 

qj^^rfq ^ 5^: | ^s^tsfq q^sfq^q i^q, ffg; 

lRq%q5^?qFqqvjr?orJT^^Trq ifq; ? m 

m^f^ qr^qqi^q^Tfqqi fqqq Rf^q ^-qqqq^l: 

qq^T^q ^TRrqRqtjqRs^j | qs^j^ qqqq^qqtqf^q fqfq^- 

f:q sqri^q^ i ??r^TT5 fqq^m, %q^HqTNT^^^5ib 
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«T^T5!lf 3^:, ^ ^^i- 

^ ^ f^: ? ?rifsfq 

?ra2f ^rmT?^fqf^?n ^z^^i ^rt^urf^ §[5^--9 «jt~ 

3 Jrf^f^i^^qrsrT?; ^ 

scss^: I ?TmiRR^??^T 3 ‘‘ ^h ^R^:, m ^ 
f^^ri I 

sr^vr^qRf f^5'^r?f^5r^?'^5r 3fq^?r^fq<TTiT 

3?5Tf^^: »T?T^^sfq rTR ?TRJn»T5iqT?T^5?TTar^^7^-3r^^; 

^r?ir^;ii ) 11 

D. C . — Gautama ! you have not followed my exposition of 

those 2 mlas ( sentences ) of the Veda, lienee^ you have a 
doubt regarding the .soul. Or, you do not know the meaning 
of these, as well as. the remaining sentences of (lie Veda. 

Consequently, you raise the following queries in connection 
with all the sentences of the Veda : — 

1. Just as sahda is the meaning of the salxUi. ( sound ) (d' a 
kettle- drum, a tabor, a double drum, etc., so, i.s the meaning 
of these sentences .>r?ift, %. e., Uibda '( 

2. Is it vijnana~the vijhaim which arises and which is asso- 
ciated with the object connoted by it when the word like 
ghata is pronounced ? 

3. Do' the jMxdas of the Veda mean vastu—hhed of the type 
noticed when the word gl^ita is pronounced; the type, viz., 
that this connotes an object which has a wide bottom, an 
expansive belly, etc,, and not a piece of cloth '( 
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4. Is their meaning jati-the jati ( genus ) of the kind • one 
realizes when the word go ( cow ) is uttered. 

ft. .fiiHt as when the word datgltti, is pronounced we take it 
to Ite a firdvytt having a da/yla^ ete., similarly, does the 
iiieunin-' of the Heiitenees of the Vn/<t conintte such a 
ilrmnjtt 

6. In tlte wttrds d/tavalt ( runs ), etc., we take them to mean 
the kriyo ( act ) of running, etc., so do these sentences mean 
any such kriyn. 

7. Justus the word sukla (white) means the (attribute) 

of heintf white so do tltese sentences cunvey a meaning’ 

tD * * 

of the type of tliis gnya 

These seven queries of yours are out of place-are useless. 
For, it is not possible to say regarding any 'vastu ( substance 
or material ) this is only this and nothing else. Sahdu, too, 
is certainly a kind of vastfi^ so it is not proper to say that it 
connotes only this meaning and none else. The reasons are ; — 

Every vastu wdiether in the form l^f a vdcya { direct ex- 
pression) or a vTtmka- (iiulicatory word) is sarvattuiya{ represent- 
ing all objects ) from the stand-point of shmnnya ( generality ) 
when all the jiarydyos ( modifications ) including its own 
paryayas and those of the rest are taken into account. Where- 
as every vastu is <c sarvaniayu when examined irom the 
stand point of its own paryayas which lays stress upon visesa. 

Consequently, all the sentences eitlier convey a general 
sense ur a particidar one, according to the stand-point we take. 
Hence, it is no use saying that they mean only this and 
nothing else, for, the nature of every vastu 'W'hether it is a vdcya 
or vaeaka varies according to the stand-points from ’which 
they are viewed , 

Thus from the general stand-point, the word ghata is the 
vaeaka of dravya^ kriya, etc., since it is then sarvaruaya. 
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But,’ when examined from a special stand-point, it is a vacaka, 
of only the rnrfha ( conventional ) meaning, viz., that it has an 
expansive hottom, a wide lielly, etc,, I'ni’, this stand-point makoH 
it definite. 

Similarly, any other word is a racaka of otdy that iirilut 
whleh is rutllid in that: (*<»untry, ett:., when we oxainine it from 
the speeuii stand-point. 

But from the general stand point, each ami every word is 
a vdoaku of one and all, and eai^h and every word is a vacya 
of one and all. This is the line one should sensibly follow. 

I 

Thus, Srainaya , Bhagvan Mahaviru who knew the nature 
of all tlie three worlds, completely removed the doubts of 
Indrahhuti who wa.s about to acquire the most e.vcellent merit 
by advaiicing clever argu nents eapatile of fully instructing 
others as is the case with a sharp hatchet w'hich eradicates a 
cluster of creepers. 

^ UHOTt tWfait 

Chiiinaninii samsataniiiii Jinena jara luaraiia vippainiikkenam i 
So siimano pavvaio [tanealiiu) salia khaiidiyasachiiii || 56 ( 1004) 

[ I 

Chinne sumsaye .riuena jara muraua viprauiiiktena | 

Sa ^ramauah pravrajitab pancabhih salia khandikasataib iitu! (,16o4)i 

7VartS'. j 6 When the doubt was leiiiovcJ by the /'//7//c/2Ac?rt/ 
w-ho was entirely free from old age and death, (he saitit indrabhuti 
took Diksd along witli his tive hundred pupils. 

i ‘ mm ^ 
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^ II ) II 

C. C . — That one who is a samyata becomes so and not 
one who is not so^ is a stateinent here made from the trans- 
cendental point of view. The rest is easy. 

HwwT ?nr ?T»ira«j i 

ait got 3R«? ^tumaii ?i iiH'sii(?^o'0 

Bvam kammaisu vi jam samannam tayam samaiijjam i 
Jo puna jattha viseso samasao tam pavakkhami ii 37 ( 1605 ) 

m 5^§5r fqgq: sr^V'^rftT ll ii ( ) 

.Evam karmadisvapi yat samanyam tat satuayojyam ) 

Yah punar-yatra visesah samusatastam pravaksyami || 57(1605)] 

Trans. 57 1'hiis, what is applicable to ^rt/v/za//, etc., { the 
Vadas of the remaining (Janadharas ) should be applied ( there ). 
And I shall briefly expound there, that which is a speciality 
( of it ) ( 1605 ) 

II II ) II 

D. C. — Here, while establisliing the existence of the soul, 
several points have been discussed. Out of them, those that 
are applicable to the other discussions which are to follow, 
may be applied there by the reader himself. So, I shall, now, 
briefly discuss in the remaining iv/7tts (discussions) only such 
points as happen to be their specialities. 

E.nd of the Discussion with the First GanadHara, 
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Discussion with the Second Oanadhara. 

( ArgiunerU'.s a^lvaijcerl to prove the 7ion-oxih?tDMCc of 
KarTiiaii him! their refutation ] 

^ qff 3 T #[ 3 ?! I 

’TTumih q?iT%MwT ^ w ii ii 

7'am pawaiain souni bio aj’at.chai ainarisenam I 

V'accami namanemi paraiinilta na tain sainanani li b8 ( 1606 ) 

3 r^i»:^R^inT n '^fr'JTq[ ii ii ( ) 

Tiiiii [(rHvrHjiUim srutva dvitiyu agaccluityitiiuirsenu I 
Vrajivinyunayaiiii piirajitya tain sraniutiani || 5 h ( 1606 ) j 

Trans;. 5S 1 Inviim heard that lie ( Indrahhuti ) had re 
nounced llie world, the .second (( ianadhara) comes exasperated. 
( He thinks ); I ma}' and ha^ inn eanquished that asint, I 
may bring ( Indrahhuti ) back. | l6o6 ) 

?;*|RfRtsiT7orT:|R?T%;TT: I 

?roT ’ 53ITm I 01' ’• ifn ^TT I 

“ fr?r: ” i ‘ or ’ ^rf^r* 

?5fTt I rf %7*TOTf'jr53r^Tf^^ II h 
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I). C . — On having heard that Indrahhuti had taken dikm, 
Agnihhuti^ his younger brother is exasperated. He comes to 
Sramana Bhagavan Mahdvira with the object of defeating him 
and taking Indrahhuti back. 

A gnihhvti thought — 

g55tf<nf w HOffl »nf^3ttfe3ir i 
^ ^noif ^ ^ 11 II 

Chalio chalama so nianne maindajalid va vi i 

Ko janai kaha valiam citahe vattamaiii se ii 59 ( 1607 ) 

^ 5iRim wA II II 

Chalitascliidadina sa inauye lua-yendrajaliko vapi i 

Ko janati katham vrittainetasMiud vartamana tasya it o9 (1607)] 

Trans. 5^) I think, he has been cheated by chain ( artful 
fraud ), etc., or he is a clever juggler practising deceit. Who 
knows as to what happened there V Consequently, ( the world 
will see ) what will happen in his case. ( 1607 ) 

i^sftr ?T?^rrq %?t: i tr^irr^ 

f% srf JTT ? # STT^fR fTf^ , 

? I ?f5r Ah 

r% m ^w^^h ?TT 3:^qrqq >T^^sfq 

fR II (^^0^)11 

D. o'. — My brother ! ii'irfyhhufi cannot be defeated by any 
one m the three worlds, so, 1 think he has been deceived •by 
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the rogue Mahavtra, who must be an expert in using chala 
( a trick resulting in the destruction of the statement in 
discussion by use of ambiguities of meaning ) Jdti ( an argument 
based on the same ground as put forth by the first speaker 
and nigraha sthana ( fallacy ) etc. Or this Mahavira must 
certainly be a deceitful juggler. That is why he could change 
his ( IndrOflyhuti's ) mind. So what more ' 1 was not present 

there, so who knows as to what discussion took place between 
my brother and Mahdvtro, there i So let me, first of all, go 
there and let the world see as to what happens, so far as this 
saint Mahavira is concerned — Mahavira who has been puffed 
up with y>ride owing to his being saluted by a e-ollection of 
khnearas ( demi gods ) human beings and celestial beings whoso 
minds have been |ier{)lexed by jugglery. 

While going there, Agmhliuli said, 

N ^ Jr rT^T I'i? I 

iTSTt ^ ll ll (Hoc) 

So pakkhantcU amegain pi (ai jai me Ian mi iasseva 1 
Sisattam hojia gao \<.>t1iim patto Jinasagase ll bO ( lblJ>» ) 


Sa paksiintaramekamapi yoti yadi me tatastasyaiva ! 

Sisyatvam bhaveyam gata uktv!i, prapto Jina-^akase ll 60 { 1608 ) ] 

Traws.— 60 If he clearly understand.^ the .veak point oi 
any one of paksas ( premises ), I shall become a pupil of his. 
Having said so, he went and came up into the presence of 
Tlrthankara Mahavira. ( 1608 ) 


11 
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I ?r^ fr^T m^IFT «ft*T- 

mn ?i% II ) II 

D. 0 . — Who knows how Indrahhuti was defeated by him? 
If however, he gives a satisfactory answer to any one of my 
jxikyis ( premises ) I shall become a pupil of that saint. He 
made a firm resolution. Having said so, he went to Sramana 
Bhagfivdn Mahavtra. 

sirefr ^ f^oi 3nf-5ro-JR’'tftajg^<it i 

5n»nJi ^ ^ Hfwij of ii n 

Abhattho ya vlinenam jai jara marana vipparnukkena 1 
Namena ya goltcna ya savvannti savvadarisi nam ii 61 ( 1606) 

[ arrvnf^^^ 3Trm-3f^T*w?:5rf^!ig^5T l 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

Abhasitasca Jineiia jati- jara -marana vi[)raniiiktena | 

Namna ea gotrena ea sarvajiiena sarvadarsimi |] 61 ( 1609 ) ] 

Tra//s. He was addressed bv his name and potra 

-/ o 

( lineage ) b}' the T/rthankara who was free from birth, old age 
and death, who was all-knowing and who had complete 
darsana ( undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1609 ) 

^?RT-3TmTN?i5^ 3iiT%-5HT-H^«JT^5r5^?r m-- 

^ I I 

I ^1% I ^ ?im~»Ti5rT^-‘^r 

3{|t I JimiN T%3rRTm, srssf'Tr, gf 

5T ? I r% ^ v, 5?%^ 

m II ) II •' 

D. C. — The omniscient Tirthahkara addressed the second 
Ganadharu by nan\e as Aguibhidi and as one having Gautama, 
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as apineage. When he was so spoken of”, he was taken aback. 
But an after-thouorht came to him as under - 

O 

I am famous in tlie world, so it is but natural that M((-havh'a 
should be knowing my name and lineage. It will bo, however, 
a matter of surprise to me if Mahavira comes to know about 
my doubt or removes it. 

When he was thinking so, Srammia Bhagcivan Malidvirasa,\d, 

ft ^ 1% 1 

Kim inanne atthi kammani uyahu na tthi tti saihsayo tujjham i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi lesinio alt ho ii 62 ( 1010 ) 

[ ;5?rrit i 

^ ii ii ( ) 

Kim manyase’sti karma utrdio nfistiti samsayastava i 
Vedapadunam ciirtham na jfanisi teHamayamartliab || 62 ( 1610 ) ] 

Trans. ~ 62 You think whether a Karnian exists or not. 
This is your doubt. You do not know the ( real ) meaning 
of the sentences of the Veda. Their meaning is this. ( 1610) 

I 5ri1?r*T ! ’Tf?T- 

ml \ mm i m ft 

I ^qf ^ ^^q^Rm4 q^q^ioi^t^oFtsvl: f fni ^ ^ ^ )i i 

D» C . — ‘ O Agnibhuti ! of Gautama lineage. ’ You have a 
doubt as to whether the Karnian which is being done by the 
soul under the influence of Mithi/dloa { False Belief ), oto , an<l 
which is of the type of JndrunHtritna { knowledge -obscuring ), 
etc., exists or not. This doixbt of yours is bused on your un- 
realization of the exact significance of the sentences of the 
Veda. This significance is what will he just e.xpounded. 
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If ?in^'nHTf<im^fjni 'ES ti II (.%\\%y 

Kamme tuha sandeho mannasi tarn nanagoyaraiyam i 
Tuha'lamanurnana sahanamanubliuimayam phalam jassa ii 63 ( 16 1 1 ) 

ii ii ( 

Karnmni tava sandeho luanyase tajjnanagocaratitam i 

Tavu tadanuruana sadhanauuinubhutiniayain phalam tasyall63(16ll)] 

Trans. —bZ You have a doubt about ( the existence of ) 
the Karman. You think it to be beyond the range of knowledge. 
That ( Karman ) of which experience is the fruit, is provable 
{ to you ) by means of anumana. (1611) 

JTr^'^T-sgiTI?rTf^?TJT^?TJT1TTWTtJT?Rfr^»Tt^^T 

Tf-^ 

?t2iTr% jfTTmRq^iHVtrr# q^Wtsfq 

sri^RTf; vTT^jfr^nTR i i^ir 

dff; ^ i sr^- 

l^TT-s^tif^JIof IR I %^3IIR 

I ^ If Nm- 

!TR|ir ^ f| 

STr^^T', 5T ^ H JTFR ^TT^Tcft^Rf^ 
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%orTf ^ ^ ?n«iTTffi sriitar 

JT^fl^rfl^ I ^TW^sfq ^^\ 

ft^T^!rr«T?J^^TT II ) II 

D. C.~0 long-lived Aytnbhnti ! You entertain a doubt 
about the existence of the Karman, which is a multitude of 
paranianus, in the form oi jhanavarana, etc., for you think that 
its existence cannot be established by any one of the pramanas 
such as pratyaksa, anwnana, etc., the pramanas which are 
knowledge. To be explicit, you argue as under : — 

Karman is not diroctly perceived, because it is super- 
sensuous as is the case with the horn on the head of an ass. 


Other arguments that you advance are the same as men- 
tioned by your brother in the case of the soul. 

But these lines of arguments are faulty. For, this Karman 
is certainly p^'atyaksa to me. Moreover, its existence i.s such 
as can be realized l)y you, by means of inference, lienee, it 
is not justifiable to believe that no prarnana can cstJibli.sh its 
existence. The Karman is eitlier <rood or bad. The ooud 

O 

Karman makes us experience hap})iriess, where as, the bad 
Karman misery. 

This leads to an inference as under ; — 

There is a cause for experiencing happiness and misery 
since it is a Karya ( an act ) as is the ease with a sprout, 
it is no use arguing that since the karman is pratyaksa to 
me ( i. e. Mahavira ) it should be so to you. For, there is 
no such rule that what i.s ■pratyaksa to one, shoi.ild be 
necessarily so to another. A lion, a sarbha ( a fabulous eight- 
legged animal a match for lions and elej)hants ), a swan, etc. 
are not pmtiyaksa to one aittl all the beings. But, on that 
account, it i.s not that tlxey <lo not exist, lor, even children 
know them. Therefore, there does exist the Karman since 
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it is pratyaksa to me, an omniscient being just as, your doubt 
is pratyakm to me. If you doubt my omniscience, I may 
repeat what I said to your elder brother, viz., 

KaJta savvdnnu tti mai jenahtwi sciwa samsayacche^, 
pucchasii va jam net yanasi ” ( verse 1579 ). 

Moreover, this Karmun is pratyaksa to you too, since you 
realize its Kiirya (effect), as is the case with paramanus, which 
though not directly realizable to you, we pratyaksa to you, since 
their Karyas like a pitcher, etc., are directly perceived by you. 

Ttf ti II (ut’i) 

^ ST ^ ftoir ^ i 

jfrw ! «r?r 5w, Is; ?i ^ii^HiKt^t^ 

Atthi suha -dukkhuheu kajjao blyainaiikurssseva | 

So ditilio ceva mai vabhicarao na lam jutlani ii 64 ii (1612) 

Jo tiillasahananain phale viseso na so vina heurn | 

Kajjatlanao Ooyaina! ghado vva, lieu ya so kammam ii65ll (1613) 

^ ?r ^ II II ( ) 

1 ^Z 5^, II II ( ) 

Asti sukhduhkkhhetuh karyatvat, bljamahkurasyeva | 

Sa drista eva matir-vyabhicanid na tad yuktam ii 64 ( 1612 ) 

Yastulyasftdhanayoh phale viseso na sa vinrt hetum | 

* *1 

Karyatvato (irautama ! ghata iva, hetusca sa karma t| 65 ( 1613 ) ] 

Trans. ~()4 b5 just as a sprout has a seed for jts 
( because it is a karya ) so, there is a hetu tor happiness and 
misery owing to their being a karya ( an action ) 
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You may think ; — That {hetii) is certainly seen. This 
( thought ) is not proper owing to vyahhicara ( iiTelevancy ). 

O Qautama ! That difference which exists in the fructifi- 
cation in the case of those \\'ho have equal means is not 
without a heiu, since it is a karya, as is the case with a 
pitcher. That hetii is Karman. 64-65 ( 1612 -1613 ) 

3rf l f i 

I , ?T>4Tr?-‘ ^ 

^#s?5|g^rr^iftrTt? I 1 1^ V-^MI ( ? ^ ^ 

U. C. — Jii8t as a sprout which is a l\((ry(t,, has a see<l 
for its lietu, so hap[>iness and misery, which are well known 
to every itulividual, have a cau.se, because they are /{>rr/yo..s’. 
And this cause is nothitto else hut harnum and so it exists. 
It may be that you tnay liere raise a question as under; — 

A irarland, sandal, a woman and tlie like are the hetns of 
happiness, whereas a serpent, poison, a thorn, etc., are those 
of misery. All these Itetus of happiness and misery as well, 
are see n-are the objects ■>/’ the sense of sight. So, why siiould 
we believe Karman to be their kHu—ihe h’(irm<i,ri, winch i.s 
not seen ? To admit a thing not seen in the place of one 
that is seen is not justificablo, as it out-shc;ots the mark. 


This question is out of place owing to the vyahkichra 
( irrelevancy ). It is a matter of common experience that we 
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find that persons having the same means for enjoying happi- 
ness, do not get the same type of happiness. 

Same is the case with those who have the same means 
to suffer misery. 

This difference in each case, cannot be without any hetu 
which is not seen. 

This very unseen is Kamian. 

rv • * - ♦ ^ 

f T^fHfTTsrr I 

3if gfwf ii ii 

Balasariram clehanfaraptivvani incliyaimattao | 

.laha baladehapiivvo juvadeho puvvamiha kammani li hP » (1614) 

w ii ii (KW) 

Balasanram dehfUitarapurvakamindriyndmiiittvat i 

Yathfi Vjiiladehapurvo yovadehah |>iirvamiha karma It 66 (1614)] 

Trans. 66 Ju.sl as ihe body in youfli is preceded b\ a 
body in child hood so is (he h(xi\ in child hood preceded by 
another body, since ii has organs ot sense etc. Here-in this 
verv bodv which is prior to that in child- hood Karman. (1614) 

sTTf^^iFsrrd; sft?- 

R^r?r^- 

2jn(^fiTcjf5|:, '' ^q[5T srrir^l ' |?8rr^ 

II (\W) 11 
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D. O . — The body in childhood must have some body to 
precede it, since it has organs of sense, happiness, misery, 
'prana ( sign of vitality ) apana ( the vital air which goes 
downwards and out at the anus ), winking of the eyes, opening 
of the eyes, life, etc., as is the case with the body in youth. 
This body , which precedes one in child-hood, cannot be the 
body belonging to the previous birth; for it does not exist in 
the apmitarala gati ( state previous to the interval stage ) and 
so it has no scope here. Moreover, it is not possible for one 
having no b<xly, to have a body in a particular womb, country, 
place, etc., as there is none to so direct it. Even nature cannot 
so direct it as we shall soon prove. So the body which pre- 
cedes one in child-hood is Karma, na — one which is known as 
a Karmana body, as suggested by “ jeena kammaermm dimrei 
anantararn jivo, ” 

There is another inference also, 

s ^ II ^'311 (u?H) 

aw ii^cii (?^u) 

Kiriya phala bhavao danainam plialain kisie vva I 

Tam dya danaiphalam manappasayai jai buddhi it 67 { 1615 ) 

K.iriyasamannao jam phalamassavi lam mayam kammam i 
Tassa parinamaruvam suha-dukkbaphalam jad bliujjo ii 68 ( 1616) 

II II 

filRRrnTR^T^ I 

II II 
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Kriytiphalabhavad dauiidinaiu phalam kriseriva i 

Tadeva daiiadiphalam iiianahpratjadadi yadi buddhih tl 67 (1615) 

Kriya saiuanyad yatphalaiiiasyapi tad matam karma I 

Tasya parinamarupaiu sukha-dubkha phalam yato bbuyahHi68(1616)] 

Trans . — 67 -68 Just as there is a fruit of agriculture, so 
there is a fruit of charity, etc., owing to the fructification of an 
act. If you think that, the fruit of charity, etc., is serenity of 
mind, etc., tlien ( we say that ) that which is its fruit is looked 
upon as Kannan owing to the commonness of kriya— 
Karnian from which arises again and again the fructification 
in the form of happiness and misery which are the results 
of Karman. ( 1618 -1616 ) 

?frR wA I i%^T m 

\ ^r- 

TSP^T 3Tfq I 

=^T5r ffe: 1 r^- 

RTtl[ ?T^T ?T^TKr%^TaTt ?Tgrt;TT^5n*TN JT^TI- 

I ?gi:, 

? I Ig: 1 rf^ 

f q; MTRTfC’JOIT^ IRlf? ^TRIN qqtqqi^R 
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W ^ ^ I 5!1 ? 

^^i 'm ^ 

I 

^T^RTT^, ^ ” 

«F«r^ ? 7^1 ^^: 5^^^ I wA ^ 

qfRorw^ qftirr*T^?rsr7R[^ i «?:?i^% 
^^«»r: ^^r?jiti: Jrf^^or ?rr«TRorf^^^ 5?? 

Jirf^^ srfq 's<7Hf^*T- 

^ I 3rrf-JT?^^?r^Tii«rT^r 

?m 5R^ ^ I ifh I ^-3 *T^‘ 

%mt ^R'^r^, ^t^tj sr^R^if^- 

5rRTf^T%^^ ^R«jrq;, ^Roi^iT^t ^PRon^^^RFST^t^ 
^ II ^V9-^C { ) II 

D. CL — In tliis world, wo iiiid tliat eMch and every act 
performed by a living being, yields a fruit, as is seen in the 
case of tilling of ground, etc. The acts of charity are under- 
taken by a living being, so they too, must bear a fruit, and 
that fruit is nothing else but Karman. That act which is 
fruitless, is not commenced by a living being, c, y., tlie act of 
electrons etc; but the acts of charity, otc., aro comnienced by 
living beings; so they are fruitful. 

It ^ftiay here be argued that this IhetM is anaihint/dyi^ for, 
the act like tilling the ground comnienced by living beings, ivS 
at tiiueis seen to yield no fruit. Jhit, this argument is not 
justifiable since such an act is comnienced with the hope that 
it will be fruitful. Moreover, the failure which occurs sometimes 
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is due to something wanting in materials — a defect arising from 
want of real knowledge. 

We may add that we are glad to admit that the act as 
that of charity, if done without the serenity of mind, is fruitless^ 
lor, it is an idapatli ( a desirable acquisition ) to us. 

Some one may here argue as under : — 

The act, like tilling the ground, is seen to yield a visible 
fruit, v» 2 ., acquisition of crop. So, the act like charity must 
yield a visible fruit like the serenity of mind. Such being the 
case, why should we think of a fruit like Karman which is 
invisible ? Mence this hetu is viruddha ( inconsistent ); for, 
it establishes just the contrary to what is desired. 

This argument may be refuted as below : — 

Even the serenity of mind is certainly a kriyd. So, just 
as acts like charity yield a fruit, so this serenity of mind, too, 
must yield a fruit. And that fruit is Karman and nothing else. 
So, there is no vyabhicara ( irrelevancy ). 

It may be here noted that, that Karman whence living 
beings experience happiness and misery which are its jMXi'inati 
( consequences ) is certainly the fruit of the act, vk., serenity 
of mind. 


It may be argued that in the preceding verse ( v. 1615 ) 
while saying that “ dannd% krvijaphalam Karma ” only the act 
like charity was mentioned as the cause of Karman and here 
the act like serenity of mind is stated as the cause of Karman. 
So, are not these statements contradictory ? Yes, they are. 
But, it should be l)orne in mind that since the act like the 
serenity of mind is the intermediate cause of Karman 
and that the act like charity is the cause of the act like 
the serenity of mind, there arises no flaw, because, here, 
we have an upacara ( compliment ) of Karana in Kdrana- 
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karana, that is to say, the cause of the cause is here taken 
to be cause. 

^ ^ I 

?i ^ w ii ii 

Hojja manovittie danaikie va jai phalani buddhi i 

Tam na nimittalao pindo vva gliadassa vinneo || 69 ( 1617 ) 

^ II II ( ) 

Bhaved uianovriter-danHdikriyaiva yatli pliulam buddhih i 
Tad na niutittatvat pinda iva gliatesya vijueyah || 69 ( 1617 ) ] 

Trans.- b^) If you think that only the acts like charity, 
etc., are the fruits of the mental inclination, it is not ( so ) 
owing to there being a nimitta ( instrumental cause ). For 
instance, a lump { of clay ) should be realized as ( a nimitta ) 
of a pitcher. ( 1617 ) 

I iT5T:5i»fT^T^^ 

5r?’l?TRf9??Tn?TR'irnT: 5 ^: 

3 ^ 1 ^ 9fRf5P^T!£fl%‘ ^ 3 *rR:, 

m TRTf?%’7RT rR?^- 
Rf^^ TRrf^- 

fiFiTfq ^r: !r%: I fl TT5r?[Rn?¥-<rmTf ^rr^qrqrn 1 

5T 

II II II 
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D. C. — Serenity of mind arises from the act of charity 
and this serenity gives an impetus to give donations and in 
virtue of tliis inclination, one goes in for charity. 

Thus, the fruit of the serenity of mind is nothing else 
but the act of charity and not a Karnum,, which is invisible. 

But such a belief is untenable; for, just as a lump of clay 
is the nimitta ( instrumental cause ) of a pitcher, so, the act 
of charity is the nimitta of the serenity of mind. 

We see that one gets pleased when a donation is given 
to a deserving individual. 

Such being the case, it wotj’t do t<) look upon that which 
is a wtwa'Wa of sometliing. as its fruit, as it is highly objectionable. 

Besides, asserting that all actions are attended by fruits 
which are seen, as is the case with the tilling of ground, the 
debater says : — 

ft ^ ^ I 

TO'Esr vgftwirdt ii\soii(t^?<) 

Evani pi ditthaphalaya kiriya, na kainmaphala pasatlti te i 
Sii tammettaphala cciya jaha mansaphalo pasiivinaso ii 70 (1618) 

m w ii vso il 

Evamapi dristaphala kriyft na karmaphala prasaktiX tc i 

S;T tamniitraphalaiva yatha nisxnsaphalah pasuvintiAah ii 70 ( 1618 ) ] 

Trans.— -1^ In this Nvay, too, an act is proved tO'»have a 
fruit which is seen, and not a Kartnan by way of its fruit. 
That ( act ) certainly has a fruit only to that extent, a.^ is the 
case with ( the act of ) killing of a beast-the killing w'hich has 
flesh as its fruit. ( 1618 ) 
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JRTW 51 I ^T?rf^-^«IT 

T^W^rsr^SRT ^^mf ^RTf^fsp^m 

3rfq T%i^f r%Ji^’?i55^5'R;? ? f% ff^n ? 

m f^T ?n=tiT5rq^^ 33 ^^, ;TT^5iK5r, ^r^rtsh;^ 

«T^5fT?JT%^T; 5f If f^5IT?J5lfip^m^r<?i'K^R, #sc£rKW^, 
nm^r^oiT^^; 3r^R;;iI5rq;§5l ;^t, f if%f if R^si^si^rf If^ I 
«?f fRiifi^fifi srfq ^ikf^ qj55f;, 

5IT?fffTll II V9o II 

D. C . — Just as the act of tilling the ground has no other 
friiit than what is seen, so. the act of (harity may have a fruit 
like some sort of praise which can be seen. 

What more ? All these acts are such as only visible fruits, 
and not any invisible one. as is seen in the act of killing a 
beast. For, the act id' killing a beast has no other purpose 
underlying it except tlie acipiisition of flesh. None kills a 
beast for some other motive, such as committing a sin which 
is invisible. 

Similarly, the fruit of the act ol charity, must be nothing 
else but some sort of praise whicli is seen. 

Here, another argument is advanced as follows : — 

30J 5 ts? i^id^wni 1% 11 vs? 11 (t^?^) 

Payam va iivalogo vattai ditthaphalaau kiriyasu i 

Aditthafthalasu puna vattai nasamkhabhago vi 11 71 ( 1619 ) 

* » 

[ JTT^ f r f I%f 15 I 

3if?qj^i5 5iR<?^m5tsiq ii li 
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Prayo va jivaloko vartate dristaphalasu kriyasu | 

Adristaphalasu punar- vartate nasamkhyabhago’pi II 71( 1619 )] 

Trans.— 1\ Moreover, the people indulge mostly in such 
acts of which the fruits are seen; and not even an infinitesimal 
part of them, in acts of which the fruits are not visible. ( 1619 ) 

I T^TRjn^ ii ii 

D. C. — People mostly do such acts a.s agriculture, business, 
etc., of whicli the fruits are certainly seen. And only a very 
negligible number of them, indulges in acts like charity of 
which the fruits are Jiot seen. 

Consetpieutly, just as evil acts such as killing have not 
got such fruits as are not seen, so must be the case with good 
acts like cliarity. That is to say, they too, cannot have such 
fruits as me not seen. 

This is what may l)e advanced as an argument by Afpiibhuti. 

t 

tSranutnU' Bkagavan Alalurvira refutes it as under : — 

diwT ! 313 3fm <n«t f^f^55ig i 

ft ^ msh 'ift^ It VSR II ?^Ro II 

Somma ! jau cciya jiva payam ditfhaphalasu vatlanti i 
Adittha phalao vi ya fao padivajja teneva n 72 n { 1620 ) 

srfq ^ ii ii ( ) 

Saumya ! Yata eva jivah prayo dristaphalasu var'tante j 
Adristaphalft api ca tab pratipadyasva tenaiva || 72 || ( 1620 ) ] 
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Trans. 72 O gentle one! By the very fact that the 

souls are active mostly in ( doing ) deeds, the fruits of which 
are visible { in this very life ) learn ( from me ) that by that 
very ( reason ) those are also ( deeds ) the fruits of which are 
invisible, i. e., to be had in a subsequent birth. ( 1620 ) 

m STN fkm stn !rra«T?i=^^T«:3- 

3i5T?q^^nR5ftqRq5!ir3qq%: i n u i^fq-ft^Tftf^qTRniTi- 

qTq<5t?or q^rsqyq mit qR^rq-ms^TRi 

ri 

?? fq^TR, qTqT^f^qiggTqR?5 tEq^qr mi q^^q q:^qmT?i 
qj^'q i=5qj^ ifq i 

qg qTqTfqT%qTggTgmq^li qq^^^oi qj^qt^jmq qg ^qf 
f rq-ffqTfqr%qiqjtw^qqq^q qi^jfqq q^ ^qf 
qjq qqfq ? f m i qqiq:^> q ^fq^^ ^qqjrq qqq^ 

qj^Rqf^qrqq'^q, %;rqrq^^ qjrToiqqi ^q^rq siqqrqq i 
frqqfq ft ipfq^ qfqq 

fqq;^q;R«qqf rtr q^rwqftsft ^q-^rq ^qqrq?r sifqqj^^Riii- 
g;qT^ f fq-ftqK^sqqsfqq I srq^qr^tqqT^qT qq iFtqg^qq ? i 
^ q ^TqTftfq»qTqmTq fqq%q: fq^, rrqrqfqqjr^qiTw- 

qqr fqftrsq^^q qt qqqj^ qqqftq I q^qtg ^qrqi q^qrqrq 
qq^qi qfq fqjqrqi mi ^qrsgq qjr^q^tqqfq qfqqq-qq;, 
qqRfqqR^ftqqqRqqT^qqqf^fq ftqqg; ii vs'^ ( ) n 

D. C . — O gentle one ! Thus Aynihlndi is addressed. By 
the very fact ■ that creatures generally become ai tive in ( doing ) 
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evil deeds only, m., cultivation of hind, trading, doing injury 
to life, etc., the fruits of which arc visible^ but only a few 
becoine active in ( doing ) good deeds, giving a gift, etc., the 
fruits of which arc invisible — by that same fact, i. e., by that 
very -reason, admit that also those very activities— -cultivation 
of land, injury to living beings, etc., arc also activities, the fruits 
of which are invisible. The substance of what is said is this: — 
Though the people who do the deeds, cultivation of land, injury 
to living beings, etc., only for the sake of the reward which is 
visible ( i. attained in this very birth ) and not for the sin 
( involved in their performance ), yet they <lo get an invisible 
fruit of the nature of religious demerit ( adhiinua ), vtz ,, — the 
sin ( )-because, if it were otherwise, there will be no 
explanati(»n ( ) of there being in tliis world innume- 

rable transmigrating souls. Because, they having earned 
( baddhvn . lit.-having bound ) an invisible fruit of tlie nature 
of sin ( p'aita ) though not sought by them, accrues to them, 
due to the activities, ris., cultivation <jfland, injury to life, etc., 
exist in this world in an indefinite numlior ( anarUdh fid'hanti ) 
revolving in the endless cycle of births ( sathshra ). Ihit those 
persons, few in number, who perform the ileeds of ,giving a 
gift ( dfvia ), etc., attain an invisible reward of the nature of 
religious merit ( dliarma ) and tlien they arc liberated. Such is 
the sense. 

An opponent may argue ; Let those ( persons ) who do 
the deeds of giving a gift ( ddna ), etc., liave that invisible 
reward of the nature of religious merit ( dJiurnia ) which they 
expect. But how do those people who do the deeds of cul- 
tivation of land, injury to living beings, etc., get that invisible 
fruit of the nature of sin ( adharma ) which they never wish 
to get ? 

To this doubt the reply is as follows : — That ( argument ) 
is improper. For, a cause complete in itself ( avikala ) does 
not stand in need of a wish or expectation on the part of 
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anybody ( includin'^ even the doer of u deed ) when it is ( in 
the process of ) producing its elfect, it rather, never fails to 
produce ( janayanti eva ) its effect because it is a self coniplete 
cause. For, even though not known te the sower, the seed 
of codravQ. etc., fallen in souie tract of land and reaching the 
state of a , self-complete cause by the presence of the materials, 
viz , the water, etc,, does produce its effect even in the absence 
of a desire ( for that effect ) on the part of the sower. And 
deeds like cultivation of land, injury to living beings, etc., are 
of the nature ( hhuia ) of self-complete causes in so for as 
the production of sin ( a-dharma ) is concerned. Hence in 
such causes, where does the desire ( if) present in the per- 
former of those deeds become useful ? On the other hand 
( meaning of oct ) the wise ( i. those who do their duties 
disinterestedly — vivckinoh ) have no desire for the fruits even 
in doing such deeds as giving a gift, etc., instead of this, such 
deeds being of the nature of sclf-eomplete causes ” produce 
tlio fruit in the form of religious merit ( dhm'ina ) which is 
only of a superior ipiality. 

Therefore, it must be admitted that there is always an 
invisible fruit good or bad of any action whatsoever, whether 
it be good or bad, because otherwise there will be no propriety 
( cmxiiKVpOitti ) of the existence of innumerable transmigrating 
souls. 

To demonstrate the same the author says : — 

%e5r|^ ii ii 

lhara „s«liltharaliiya stivve miicccjja tc apayattenain i 

Adittharambho ceva kesabaluilo bliaviiialii ii 73 ii ( 1621 ) 

» » * 

II II (XW) 
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Itaratha’drstarahitah sarve mucyeranste’prayatnena | 
Adrstarambhfi eva klesabahulo bhavet II 73 ( 1621 ) ] 

Trans.— 13 Otherwise, they being without an unseen 
( fruit of their actions viz. cultivation, etc.) will be all of them 
freed ( from Iransmigratioii ) without any effort ( to be free ) on 
their part. And the performance (TiramlAw) of ( the good deeds 
like a gift to a worthy recepient dana, etc., which give the ) 
unseen ( good rewards ) will be itself (eva) the cause of much 
trouble ( lit. that in wliich there is much trouble ). (1621) 

jtn: mm 

I ^T5TTKT%^T«»rT ^ 

^r=^’!iT«ri% ^rqqf ^R^^ig^mr m\\ ^ifl 

gSTfiR: 1*1 rrt'f:^f^qT^r3*Ti%R ^ , =1 

II vs^ ( ) II 

IK (K — Othervvi.se — If no unseen ( evil ) reward ^of evil 
deeds like cultivation of land, injury to living beings etc., 
be assumed ( to accrue to the iiijent alono with their visible 
reward in tlie shape of corn ) ‘ They ’ — those who do those 
unseen evil dee«is. They would be, all of them, fretui without 
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any' effort of their own immediately after death, there being 
no invisible evil fruit ( of their evil deeds like cultivation of 
land ), i. c., they will attain Lil>eration, because there would 
be no reason for their transmigration. And, then, the author 
means, the world of transmigration wfuild l»e mostly empty. 

[ Now; the latter half of the verse ] Adrstaramhha the per- 
formance of meritorious dee<ls like ‘ dnn<t ' ‘ a gift to a 

worthy recepient, etc,, the fruits of which are invisible ( or 
the unseen principle ). This performance itself would be 
kle^abahulah i. c., its result will be bad as it will be the cause 
of wandering in the mundane world. To explain the same — 
Those who perform the deeds of ‘ ddna ’ ‘ a gift to a worthy 
recepient ’ etc., would by performing them, aim at (firmbandham 
vidadhyidi) the invisihle fruit: then, in a succ(ie<ling birth while 
experiencing the maturity of that fruit ( i. e., the object of 
enjoyment resulting from it ) they being propelled by it would 
be once again active in doing the same deeds of ddna, etc., 
then again by earning tlieir fruit, the experience of its matu- 
rity ( will result ) and once again, the performance of the 
deeds of etc. In this way, tliey will have trans mi oratory 

existence consisting of an endless series. 

# ( 1 ) Here we l)eg to ditFer from the commentator, who 
seems to us, to have mis.sed the force c»f in the original 

verse. The autlior seems to mean that if wo d<i not assume 
the evil unseen fruit of the evil <leeds of krfii etc., then we 
have one out of two possibilities viz., all souls w'ill l»o liberated 
immediately after their death, and ( 2 ) if we do not assume 
the conclusion, then, we shall have to take performance of the 
good deeds of ddna etc., as partly giving their good rewards 
and also partly but unfailingly giving the had rewards leading 
to misery in a succeeding birth in this world, in this latter 
case, the performance of good deeds alone (cva in the verse) 
w'ill he’ cause , of miudi misery ( klcm- ). We Iiave to explain 
the great deal of misery in this world. We take it as an 
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invisible result of either bad deeds like hrd or of good deeds 
like dana alone. If we do not n\uke either of those two 
assumptions, then, we should have no misery in the world 
and every soul should be freed from the world immediately 
on departure from this world. Thus, the latter half of the 
verse is meant to lead to the contingency of assuming the 
good deeds oione as the cause of the misery of the soul, and 
thus the cause of the samsdra of the soul. The commentator, 
however, does not seem to us to emphasise the contigency of 
this assumption, that he takes the good deeds as cause of the 
worldly existence which may be in the form of repeated en- 
joyment in a series of successive births of only the good 
rewards of trood deeds, there beinj; no bad rewards of cfood 
deeds — T /ac TransLaUtr' a Note. 

To the above view of the SdUlhantin^ an opponent may 
raise an objection as follows : — Let the ease may be as you 
suggest, i. let the good deeds alone be assumed to give an 
unending series of births and deaths. What inconsistency 
( hTfdha ) will there be in our system ( if the good deeds alone 
l)e the cause of transmigration ). 

To this objection, wo reply — the following will be the 
greatest inconsistency I’or you ; — All souls will attain Liberation 
there being no collection of ( bad ) invisible fruit by those 
who perform the bad deeds viz., cultivation of the land, 
injury to living hcitigs, etc , and in tliat case, not a single 
pers(»n performing those ( bad ) deeds ( of cultivation of land 
etc. ) will bo found anywhere in the world, and not a single 
person experiencing the maturity of their rewards which are 
evil will be seen anywhere; and only persons who perform 
the good deeds of d7nut etc., and experience the maturity of 
their rewards which are good, will be found everywhere. And; 
such is not the world w Inch we see. 

( 1 ) In onr opinion, this objection and its reply show 
the weakness of the commentary. The opponent, will receive 
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the 'reply as a weltomo conclusion ( idhpatt^' ) anil say that 
oven though we do not at present find the world as occupied 
only by those who do the good deeds and get the good rewards, 
let it be so in future according to our assumption, since the 
assumption leads to a welcojne result. Even though no body 
W(»uld get Liberation, the world in any case would ho bettor than 
it is now. “ AVt caivum drsi/aU’. ” is. in any case not justified 
by any word in the original verse.— The Translator s Note. 

An o|>ponent may ask “ What, therefore.” 80, the author 
replies ; — 

g % >Tf gt 1 

II vsv II 

rm r%Rm mi 1 

%i<ii»ra<E 55 i un% 11 vsH 11 

JamaniUliabhogabliajd bahularaga jam ca iielia iriaipuvvaiii I 
Aditthanil I hapliaiam koi vi kiriyam samarabhai li 74 (I() 22 ) 
7 'ena padivajja kiriya adittheganliyapphala savva | 
Ditthanegantaphala savi aditthanubhavena ll 7a ( 1 () 23 ) 

Yadanist.al)h<)g:ibhu,jo bahntarak.i yacca neha matipurvam 1 

AdrsLuust.a[)haJain kaseidapi kriyam samarabhate II 7<1 ( IbiJiJ ) 

Tena p’aitipadyasva kriya'drstaikantikaphalii. sarvu 1 

Drstanaikaiitikaphala sapyadrstanubhavena || 75 ( ibl!3 ) ] 

>* 

Trans.— 74-1? Since a great majority of souls experience 
undesired objects, and since none whatsoever is this world, 
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intentionally performs a deed givinjr an invisible and undesired 
reward, therefore, do conclude that all actions ( good and bad) 
invariably give an unseen fruit and that action ( which produces 
a drsta fruit ) does not invariably produce a visible fruit because 
of the power of the adrsta ( the evil )unseen of the doer.f 

srm’TST’Fsr ?i ^i^rTsfq 

hi g ^T;m?r%^T|g^^VT^lj5p:qRe'TJ^mtTI5R ?m l sqrqq; 
ffg %g I 

g5T|orT%q =q i 

Wf — 5T?q^^toT^^q;^iqfq ^?ipq:^ ^qr%, ^ hfk^ 
^TJfTf^f^r^vrqj P tT^T^T«J#sfq q:m^ rT^r?a^ fqf®rt 1 

^ ^r^is^gqmsq^^ qj^ ^ml ^S^T- 

f^qj^r mm irmpkig^TTf fe#^f ^sfq mix^, 

^ ^sfq fqf'Jrt l ;qq|fq f%?TTst|' 

q»TfRq»q;^fg i 

5^^fq ? f?qT?— *' %!ntq?rq;^ r% 

s:f^^^if^q»i?%^rff^^q^q5q^nq qj^ q^q?: ^fqqrfqsqTft- 

ikmmi m qqtfq fqjqr i qqm-q#^qr 

aifq f^qiqi qj^ qrq'^^;^qq qqfq, qg f^qjg 

q»^q — ^*Fqrf^g qqfq qj’^qrf^^ qrq>i: i ^gqj^fqRSRi- 

^qq;Rq?Sigqi%^%fq qfqqqsqg; I ^ 1% qqRqTqqT^s>?g5qf3F 

[ V iiic (»ur iu)tc at. ilu »’Mtl o( Mu Gonuiu>iitary ou verge 1621 , 
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^oitg'TO f^m^n 

D. C. — “ Since objects ” means ‘‘ because in this 

world innumerable beings are found to be only unhappy due 
( janita ) to the maturity of evil actions; *’ it also means “ Only 
few are those who enjoy happiness which depends upon 
( nibandhana ) the maturity of good actions. ” 7’cna-because 
of that reason, O gentle student ! know that ( i. c. conclude 
that ) each and every action good or bad, is adrdaikdntikn 
phala i. e., such as gives a reward which is invariably of tho 
form of a ( new ) action which is unseen and both good and 
bad. Thus, “ anidahhogahhajo hahutarakdh ” is to be connected 

with “ sarva ” the first half of tho succeeding verse 

(v/1623). Tlie sense of the sentence is as follows: — Because 
in this world we find a great majority of beings to be 
suffering and only a few to be enjoying, we should infer 
that in the case of the suffering, the fruit of the unseen 
principle ( adrsla ) in the form of '* evil karrna based U[)on 
( nibandhana ) activities like cultivation of land, trade, itijury 
to living beings etc., has ripened, but in the case of the rest 
( the enjoying ) the fruit of the unseen [)rinci[)lo ( ndrdtt ) 
in the form of good karma prodiuietl by ( lictuka ) the activities 
of giving a gift to a worthy recipient lias ripened. An (»ppo- 
nent may ask “ Why not tho reverse of what you say ( The 
reply is as follows :-Just because in tho world oidy those vvlio 
do evil activities are in a majority and only those who perform 
good deeds are in a minority. 

Here tho opponent argues:— If even those who do evil 
deeds get a fruit in the form of an adrsUt ( in adxiition to tlie 
drsta or visible fruit e. g.^ the crops by means of cultivation 
of the land ), then why is it that, just like one who does 

. A 

f The word kartaa is here Ub(3d in the bonbc of daifi/yUa karnbfi 
which is also called adrda — Ti\ 


14 
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the deed of dana- that man also who does the evil deed is 
never found to hold an expectation for that adrsta f 

To this the reply is: — ‘ And since etc. ’ And because 
none in this world does intentionally i. e., with a previous 
expectation ( Tuamm buddhi jmrvikTim ) such deed as would 
give a fruit unseen and evil. It is due to this reason that no 
body is found to hold an expectation for the evil unseen 
( adrstd ) [ while he does the deeds of krd etc ]. Therefore, 
I'onclude that all actions { good like dhna and bad like krsi ) 
whatever invariably give a result which is adrstu ( unseen ). 

What other (pialifications do actions possess '{ To this 
the reply is : — “ diUhauegarUa jdiala tti ’’ ( beginning of the 
latter half (d v. 1623 ), All actions — evdtivation of land, trade, 
etc., bear a visible fruit w;:., the awjuision of corn, money etc., 
wliich is not absolute i. e., which is not invariably accruing 
( anavasyam hhln'% ). It means that every action invaricMy 
produces an invisible Iruit; but the visible fruit which is to be 
produced is not absolute or invariably happening i. e., some 
action produces it and some actii)n does not produce it. And 
this uncertainty of the visible fruit must be accepted as the 
effect of the power of an adTstn ( a. destiny of the man who 
does the deed of krsj, etc., ) because when one out of two or 
many persons wlio do the same action ( c. g., cultivation of 
land ) with the same means, suffers the loss of his visible 
fruit (crops) while another does not, it never happens without 
a cause in the form of adrsta^ the evil unseen. Moreover, this 
has been already explained in this very book.t 

[ The commentator is anxious to explain ‘ savva kiriyd ’ 
as all actions good ( like ddmi ) and bad ( like kr.n ); but it is 
very (liflicult to explain how the good actions ( HkG^latta ) 

t Wlu n tlic ciops (>]■ a miltivat.oi*' fails, th« faihnc is due to his 
iiilrstd :iiid iiol. to his !icti(>ii of cultivation which, is a tlrda or 
Visible deed. 
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can bear a visible fruit ( diUhamganta 'phala ); so even the 
commentator has somehow to explain it as referring only to 
the bad actions like krsi etc. 

We hold that by scwva kiriylt we should take only the had 
actions like cultivation of land, trade, etc. The purpose of 
the verse is to explain how ail bad actions boar invariably a 
bad fruit whicli is invisible ( (ulittha ) and how even the visible 
fruits which these bad actions bear and which the agent 
intentionally aims at, are uncertain and therefore the result 
of the man’s adrsta^ the invisible karma. The visible action 
which a man does e. g., krsi bears two kinds of fruits invisible 
and visible, both of which are dependent upon the man’s adr.sta 
( aditfjidnuhhavena ). Since we find most people sulfering and 
since we find that none does any bad action even e. g. ki'si 
with the intention that the result be had and invisible %. e. 
that he may be unhappy in his next life as a result of krsi, 
we must conclude that all bad actions like krsi give invariably 
an adrsta invisible bad result. 

Thus, in our opinion the proper conclusion {•[xalivajja) from 
the whole of v. 1623 is the first half of v. 1633. The latter 
half of V. 1623 is only an additional remark. The commentator 
connects the first half of v. 1623 with first half of v. 1622 and 
the latter half of the former, with the latter liali’ of the latter. 
As the latter half of v. 1622 refers ojdy to adrsUi anista, it cannot 
be connected with the latter half of v. 1623 whiclj refers only 
to the dr.sta phala and traces it to adr.da karrnas. Tr. ] 

Or, of what avail is this trouble ? ‘ Karma ’ is a foregone 

conclusion. By what argument ? He replies : — 

^ a# fitsf ii^^ii 

Ahava phalau kammam kajjatlanao pasahiyain ptivvam i 
Paramanavo gha4assa va kiriyana layani phalam bhinnam ii76( 1624) 



•: 108 :• Jinabhadra Gani’s [ The second 

^ <• 

’Tworwt II v9^ II ( ) 

Athava phalat karma karyatvatah prasadhitam purvam | 
Paramanavo ghu^syeva kriyanam tat phalam bhinuam || 76 (1624)] 

Trans.— 16 Or rather, ‘ karmon ’ is already proved from 
the fruit { /. e., the special fruit ) /. e., from ( the fact that, that 
special fruit is ) an effect. Just as the atoms of a pot { are 
different from a pot ) the effect of actions is different from 
those actions. ( 1624 ) 

I ^ ^ ^*4 II 

Jo tulla.sahauanam pliale viaeso na so viua beam | 

K aj jattaiiuo (Toyuuia ! ghado vva, heu ya so kammam li (verse 1613) 

q«iF ^z^^ 

1 ^‘i%R^T«JT qj^ r%’^ rf^q ^ ^qmmfq %qmm- 
'E^nir^qmfTfq i %if 

q5T’5?qT?i;, fspqioTf q qjT^q^qi^, q^^qt %5[T- 

qiqs II vs^ ( ) ii 

D. (7— -Or, there is a difference as to the fruit achieved, 
though those who try to achieve it, use the same and equal means. 
Tliat difference cannot take place without a cause. O Cjf^Mama ! 
like the pot, that cause is “ kaitmu ” on account of the fact 
that that ( difference ) is an effect. 

While explaining this verse we have already proved 
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“ karma. ” Whence ? He replies — “ From the fruit ». e., from 
that difference in the fruit ( achieved by different people with 
equal means ). ” How is * karma ’ proveil on the strength of 
that difference of fruit ? He replies : — 

“ From its being an effect, ” ». e., because that difference of 
fruit is ah effect. There is invariably a. cause corresponding 
to what is an effect, just as atoms of earth are the cause of 
a pot, ” and in this case the cause is an action. “ The effect 
of actions is different from those actions ” and it can be proved 
here that that very ‘ karman ’ is the unseen fruit of all actions 
whatever. What kind of actio!i is it ? It is different from those 
actions. Since this ‘ karman ’ is an effect and since actions 
are the cause, and since an effect and a cause must be mutually 
different, the ‘ ka,rman ’ is different from those actions. 1624 

The author states an objection to tliis and its reply : — 

^ 5^1 iivsvsii {wvK) 

Aha nanu mutlamevam miittam ciya kajjanuittimaltao i 
I ha jaha miittattanao ghadassa parmanavo inutta ii 77 (1625) 

Aha nanu miirtamevam inurtameva kuryamurtimattvat i 

Iha yathu murtatvato gbiitasya parmanavo murtah ii ( 162.o ) j 


Trans . — 77 ( The opponent will say, ) “ 'Fhen the action 

( karman ) has a physical form ( nmrta )." We (the SiddhanUn) 
would reply, “ The action has indeed a physical form because 
its effect ( viz., the body ) has a physical form. In this world 
the atoms ( paramdniis ) the, cause of the pot, the effect which 
has a 'physical form, will have also a physical form." ( 1625 ) 
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gft ^ I 

’TT^?T?m?rf^ir^[^|f5^qTsf^(g[qi^;iTf^5ri^'»r ^rf^- 

q^q ^ q^q q;^q ^RTTOf^fq ^Sifr qj^q qfqiqq:, 

5T ^ ^T^or ^q, qqr ^TJl^qR^r% I ^EnT^TTR^Rli 

H f?rm^^R«ir^^T ^fq | to— 

STT^f^ I ^ ft I ^ tqjR ^ 

1^, ft^^r^Tlri; I ^<TfTR^I^«i[lTftlft*^^, 

^ ^TtlT^fc?T5[Trq?r ^TiT^rTftiqSRor^, 

S^^^TiT^-qi?rTsft-RqTft^f Rm^qJT^oi^lt^^tq ift il 
V9VS ( ) II 

T). C.~The opponent asks “ If on the ground that we can 
see (physically) the body, etc., which are the effects, the 
karmuii is proved to be their ctiuse, tlien, on the ground that 
the effect lias a physical fonn, tlie karrnan also will have to 
be admitted as something having a physical form. ” 

The Avarya rejilies : — “ Karman has indeed a physical 
form,.. ” What we intend to [irove with great effort, you 
also have already proved with an iidention to lead us to an 
unacceptable position, because your intelligence is like that of 
a child ( or a fool ) who does not know the doctrine of others. 
To explain the same— We also say " Kkarmwi is nothing but 
possessed of a physical form, because its effect, the body, etc., 
has a physical form. In tliis world, the causes of the various 
effects having a pliysicai form are also possessed of a piiysical 
form c. g., the atoms which are ^ the cause of a pot. And if 
an effect is without a physical form, its cause is not possessed 
of a physical form c. g., Atman which is the cause of knowledc^e 

mm ■ , ^ 

i^jhana ). And in this discussion the essential cause ( samavTiyi 
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IcarQna ) is the topic of consideration and not the objects which 
are only the instruinontul ctftises, such as the form ( rupa ), the 
light ( Tdoka ) etc. 

The opponent will argue — “ The pleasure, the pain, etc., 
are also of the nature of effects ( like the body, etc. ). Hence, 
since they have no physical form, we would argue that the 
karman is also devoid of a physical form, because the rise of 
something devoid of a physical form is not possible (or reasonable) 
as taking place from something which has a physical form. 
Nor is it possible that one and the same thing be both mnrta 
( possessed of a physical form ) and a~murta ( devoid of a 
physical form ) since that would be self-contradictory. ” 

To this objection we reply : — Indeed, for this very reason, 
the intimate or essential cause only is taken us tlie topic of 
our consideration and we have excluded the discussion of the 
instrumental cause. As the pleasure, the pain, etc., are the 
properties of the soul ( Atman. ), the soul alone is their essential 
catise, while karmau, is only tlie instrumental cause, while 
karman is oidy the instrumental cause of the pleasure, the pain, 
etc., just as are the food, the drink, the ])oison of a snake, etc. 
Thus there is no ilaw in our doctrine, 1625 

The Aimrya mentions also other arguments proving the 
physical nature ( niurt<dva ) of an action ( karman ): — 

'jrwiwrafr^r ftniiijf ii 'sc ii 

Slim f ^ 5^ I 

Taha suiiasamvittio sambandlie veyanubbliavao ya < 
Bajjhabalaluinao parinamao ya vinneyam ll 71 ( 1626 ) 

Ahara I’vanala iva ghadu vva neliai kaya balabano | 
K.hiramivodaharanaim kamniaruvittagamagaim ii 79 ( 1627 ) 
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’TRoriHRf II V9<: ( ) II 

sTifR ^z ^ I 

«K^^tf»nT^TR II ) II 

Tathii sukhasamvitteh saiubandhe vedanodbhavacca | 
Bahyabaladhanat parinauiacca vijheyam || 78 ( 1626 ) 

Ahara ivanala iva ghata iva snehadikrtabaludhanab | 
Ksiramivodaharonani karmarupitvagamakatii || 79 ( 1627 ) ] 

Trans. — 78-79 Also the fact that the kannan has a 
physical form should be admitted because in the association 
( with the karman ) the consciousness of pleasure, etc., (becomes 
possible ) and because of the rise of experience of heat 
(vcdana) when one is in association (with the karnian)^ 
because it is possible to add to the strength of the ‘ karman ’ 
by external means and because of the fact that karman 
undergoes change. 

The following four illustrations arc conclusive for the fact 
that karman hiis a physical form ( and are to be taken re- 
spectively with each of the four arguments stated in the above 
verse- -(1) Like food, (2) like fire, (3) like the addition of strengb 
made by means of oil, etc, to a pot of earth, (and) (4) like the 
( change t)f ) milk. ( 1626-1627 ) 

^ I 

I mm m 

mm ^ 

IhuB ' Siinobimihc ^ is fco be couslii'iied with both suhcmcivivitti 
aud veyaimbhhava. 
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^ I >r% ^ 

'^«IT ^:, if ^ wtIh 

mj ^frK^rss?^t^qT:r5r^ 

3rT#T^ 

TOra[ ^ I fjH, ^ 

’I^T^RT^, I f»tfTf|OITR m^- 

il vsc-vs<^ ( ) II 

D. G . — The four illustrati<ms stated in the second verse 
should be respectively taken as those of the four argunieuts 
presented in the first verse viz .: — The karm, ftn, has a {thysical 
form {murtiini ) because of the experience of pleasure etc, when 
one is united with that karmuti,: in this world that in association 
with which the pleasure etc. are experienced is found to be 
something having a {)hysical form, just as the food otie eats 
etc; and tliere is no experience of pleasure etc. in a,ssociation 
with that which is without a physical shape, just as in connec- 
tion with the ether. 

But in association with that i. e., karman we do experience 
pleasure etc. therefore, the karmaa has a [ihysical form. 
Similarly, that in association with which a burning sensation 
arises is found to bo something having a physical form, just as 
in association with the fire, and the rise of a burning sensation, 
pain occurs when one is in association with the karrnan’, 
therefore, it has a form. Here the author states an objection 
and its reply: — 

3if *nr»if^ir«i 'jftonirra df ft i 

.j 

fh^ ijftiJitjft ^ 'nrwr ii -s® ii (u^ic) 

Aha mayamasiddhameyam parinainau tti so vi kajjao i 
Siddho parinamo se dahiparinamadiva payassa ii 80 ( 1628 ) 


16 
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II <io II ( ) 

Atha uiataniasiddhainetat parinarnaditi so’pi k&ryat I 
Siddhah parinauiastasya dadhiparintiraadiva payasah II 80 (1628 3 

Trans. — 80 Again ( the opponent will say ) this ( i. e. 
Konnarnpatva) could not be accomplished by ( virtue of ) tne hetu 
that it undergoes change. ( But ) even that is due to Kcirya. 
Just as the mutability of milk is established by the mutability 
of curds, iis mutability could ( also ) be established ( by that 
of Karya ). | 1628 ) 

’Ttsfq TF'irrJT: 

I T^OTT- 

rT?’!»Trtl^sfq qROITptr^ 

’TWTfffff '?^msrq ii n ( ) 

J). C. — Again, you would beliovn that Karmnn i.s asiddha 
by roasoM of its pariiihitKi. But tliat i.s not proper. The /)«?’»- 
iJtinUra of Karnian. is ap]n’ehended from the pi iriiiJimilva, ot its 
Kdri/ux like Snririt etc. For. w I.en the effect is mutable, 
mutaltility of the action is automaticaliy recognized, just as the 
iuutal)iiity of milk is recognized from the parinama of its 
Kdryu eb:, curds, in the form of butter-milk. 

.lijnihliuti asks - 

3T^Tf^=»T(?:T»n ikw ft 1 

rff ?Tm 5[TRT ? IK^II 

Abbhadivigaranam jaha vecittam vina vi kammena i 

'I'tiha itii saiusarinam havejja la-' nama to doso ? ii 81 ( 1629 ) 

[ q'4T RHTN 1 

TORoit ^ 2 li Il ( ) 
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Abhradivikaranam yatha, vaicitryain vinapi karmana i 
Tatha yadi samsarinam bhavet ko naiua tato dosah || 81 (1529)] 

Trans. — 81 Just as a variety of visible changes in the 
clouds etc. is apprehended even without ( the help of ) Karnian 
in the same way, what harm is there if it is so in the case of 
mundane souls also ? ( 1629 ) 

^ 5f 

II II ( IW ) 

I). C . — A variety (»f’ various visible changes in the clouds 
is apprehended even in the absence of Karnian. In the same 
way, in the case of nmtuhine souls also, tliere would be no 
harm if we believe that a variety of vik^tran like mkha^ dvhkha 
etc. exists without the lielp id' hCarman. 

The A wry a replies : — 

5r «3n srf r%5r i 

Kammammi va ko bheo jalia bajjhakkhandhaciltaya .siddha i 
Taha kammapoggalana vi vicittaya iivasahiyanani ii (S2 ( 163d ) 

[ ^fni f f # ^Tii^^?^f%5rrrT i 

rT«n lUR ii ( ) 

Karmani va ko bhedo yatha baliyaskandhacitraia si<ldlui. 1 
Tatbii kannapudgalanauiapi vieitrata jivasuliitanam || 82 < IGSO ); 

Trims. — 82 ( 'I'hen ) what difference ( would if make ) 

even in the case of Kannqn ? .lust as the variegafion of 
external objects is proved, variegation of the KiHiuapudgalas 
could also be proved. ( 1630 ) 
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! I fT5R:^Tfq- 

?J5^lfeT<I, dt ?RWq ^ ^ ^T»5- 

«rrir^5Rf?rr5Tf T%r%5rdr ^r^r^sfq f^gj, gr«rT 
!r^T^r?g^TOTTRfq ^^^?«rr5iT ^nr^sfq 

If^^^^T^or^rgcT^sfr 

gf| ^ ^«rT ^ii^: il d^(?^^o)ii 

I), C. — O Saumyu ! If forms such as a house, a temple, 
a wall, black, green, red etc. are believed as the variety of visible 
changes like a gandharva city or a rain-bow in the sky, what 
harm is there if the same kind of variety is accepted in 
the ease of Karman also ? Variegation of objects having 
external forms is admissible to you. Now, the internal Karma- 
skandhas consist of the same substance as the hahya skandhas', 
and on the top of that, they are alive. Moreover, as they 
produce sukha, duhkiui etc. as tlieir vikdras there is all the 
more reason to admit vaicitrya of the Kai'nui-j^udgalas. Thus 
when vari«)us transformations in the case of lifeless hahya 
pudgalas are admitted, they are all the more acceptable in the 
case Karma-pudgalas which are surrounded by the cetana jtvas. 

i 

HVT Urfiu ^ II C% II 

Bajjhana cittaya jai padivanna kanimano visesena i 
Jivanugayassa inaya bhattina va sippinatihanam li 83 | 1631 ) 

[ ^TITI5lt I 

sftqi qqi qqjtqimm 

Bahyanam citrata yadi pratipanna karmano vi^eSena i 
Jivftnugatasya mata bhaktiniimiva silpinyastanilm li 83 ( 1631 ) ] 
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• ■ Trans. — 83 If variety ( in the case ) of external ( objects ) 
is established, variety ( in the case ) of Karnian which is suit- 
ounded by soul should ( all the more ) be accepted ( as positive ) 
like the variety of forms laid down in a piece of art. ( 1631 ) 

m 

«r%nr^5r?fT Tlf^^i»TfTW^?5:«rg^Ssr^’Tft«in;rf%5r^Ri: 

f I 31^ 

5? II ) II 

D. O . — Now that you have accepted citr ita in the form 
of manifold transformations in the case of hhhya-pvdyaUis like 
abhra etc, which are not surrounded by jtva, yon sliall have 
to accept the same in the case of Kar‘tnfiymdijala.s also as they 
have already been surrou.uied by jtvas. 

Again, the c4V,»’ato of forms drawn by an artist in painting, 
sculpturing, carpentry etc. is peculiarly distinct from the citrata 
of the manifold viJmras of bTthyapudgalm like rain-bow etc., 
while in the case of Karma 2>'iidy alas also, the 'pftrviidnuwitrald 
is peculiarly distinct from the <jther two varieties, firstly because 
it gives rise to alterations like sukka^ (luJikha et<*. and secomlly 
because it is :/ided by jlva. 

Again, the opponent asks : — 

ar ^ arm? i 

^5WT ft W ll<i»ll {WVC) 

To jai tanuraettam ciya havejja ka kammakappana nama ? i 
Kammam pi nanu tanu cciya sanhayarabbhantara navaram || (1632) 



•: 118 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[ The second 


[ ?RT ^ur 2 1 

?R»Thq ii ii ( 

Tato yadi tariuiUiLtnimeva bhavet ka karina-kalpanti naoia ? | 
Karumpi naiiu tamireva suksiiiatarflbhyuutara iiavaram || 84 ( 1632 )] 

Trans.— M Now, if Karman is itself the body, why 
should Karman be assumed at all V d'hat is not proper. In 
fact Karman is also a body though subtle and interior to a 
great extent. ( 1632 ) 

I rT^ g^q- 

f^q-g^-^:^Tfqqiq: trqrwKfq^i^qf fq^5n^?rm 

qRom^, ^r^?T^qT^g, 

q^q5?<qJTT, ^qqrqiTq ^fq^qrfq 5Jr^qf^iTmqf%5q^q f^^- 
tqrg ? %m I q;^ i ^rqirmqTqt-^fi^Tr^- 

qjRfofTf^iq ^rfl ^rg qjqtfq ^Ri^or- 

srqtfeqrqrgj 

TOT%^r%erqTq; I qq^sr qqT5¥rTfqmq;TTq^qRf»:fTq^%q’qq«gq- 

*T^q^, qqi qf?^ qTvgqqiqq ? ffq 

D. C. — The oppoiifiit — Now that Kai-ma imdyalas have 
bet'K accoptetl :i.s liaving variegalfMi transf’oruiarions like various 
visible changes in clouds etc. this body als(j. which is pratyaksa 
to all, can undergo a number of alternations by virtue of its 
svahhava in the form of mntpa, kurvpa, ankha, dukkha etc. 
And hence, it is noi at all necessary to assume an intervening 
agent like Karmmi for the production of sarh'U etc. For, a 
variety of visil)ic clianges in tl\e case ol ail pudgaLas is accom- 
plishe<l by its very svahhavd * 

The Aid’rrtpi — Because we take the ruieitrya of tanu as 
being similar to that of various vikTivds in ahhra ete. the 
Karinan slmuld also be taken as tanu. This Karmana body 
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is very subtle as it is beyond the coj^nizanoe oK senses and 
it is of an interior nature beeanse it is so closely connected 
with jivu. So, vieitraht in the case of a Karmana sartra 
should be recognized just as variegation of an external gross 
object is apprehended as that of viknra,s of the clouds etc. 


Again, the author states an objection and its reply ; — 


^ ftojr Hfff i 

3 ii c'\ ii ( ) 

Ko tie vina doso thulae savvaha vippamiikkassa i 
Dehaggahanabliavo liiti ya sanisaravoccbitli ii <S5 ( 1633 ) 

[ mi 7t'?: I 

^TJTITs?T?T%T%: II CH II ( ) 

Kastayn vin;i dosah sthu!ay;i sarvatlm vi[)rauiid<i,asya i 
Dehagrabainibbiivnstata.sca sai'nsara vyavaccliiltib || 85 ( 1633 ) ] 


Tra/is. -S3 ( 'Pho opponent will sav ) What harm i.s 
there in ( believing ) its absence ? ( Plie reply is ) It is 
impossible for (the soul) liberaietl from a gross body to enter a 
( new ) body in tha! case; and iiltiinately a ( complete ) break-off 
of the mundauc world ( will follow' ). ( 1633 ) 

?r5Ttsmq%H rrf^H^rsTis^^qiryrTsqi, mi R%?TtTr 
m?rr ? i 3Ti=q(’i: 

II ) II 
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D. C. — The opponent — We recognize the variety of sthtda- 
mrira by virtue of its being py'alyak'ifa. But we cannot appre- 
hend the variety of a swK'wa as it is absolutely a-pratycddso, 

( imperceptible ). Hence, if we do not accept the snkhma-s^rtra 
at all; will you kindly tell me what difficulty would arise? 

Aiiarya — If the suktima Karnuma sarira is not accepted, 
in its absence the soul when liberated from the sthula-sartra 
after death, will not be able to enter the new body at the next 
birth. For, this Kurmana mrira is the only agency through 
which a new body could be attained in the next birth. So, in 
case thi.s sukhma karmana m7'tra is not accepted, jiva will not 
enter a jiew body after death and ultimately the whole of the 
nmndftne world will become disjuncted in absence of effort on 
the |)art of jivas. 

And even if it were so, what would happen ? 

n goft arnmtan ti ii (U^») 

Savvavimokkhaviifti nikkaranau vva savvasaifisaro i 
Bhavamukkanam va puno saifisarananiao anasao ii 86 ( 1634) 

II II ( ) 

Sarvavimoksfi[)attir-niskarauako va sarvasaihsarah I 
Bhavamuktanam va punah saxhsaranamato’nasvasah ii 86 (1734)] 

Trans. -86 ( In that case ) all will attain Moksa ; the 
whole of nmndane world would become useless; those who 
are exempted from existence will have birth and re-birth; and 
there will be no consolation for Moksa even. ( 1634 ) ‘ 

^ T%3[i?nfHR 
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^>nT7ra! a? m # 

II <i% ( ) II 

D. O . — In that case there is disjunction of the entire 
mundane world; all the living beings will attain mokha. Again 
those that are bodiless will also wander in the world along 
with others that have bodies ; the mundane world will become 
niskdrana or <]food-for-nothin<r. Moreover, Siddhas that are 
exempted from existence will also have to fall back into san'mira 
and hence into the cycle of birth and re-birth. Ultimately 
there will be no consolation even in mokga. Thus, along with 
disjunction of the entire mundane world, all the above stated 
difficulties will arise if K<(rnum is not admitted as the cause 
of variety. 

Again the opponent asks : 

Htwr! 

Mutlassamiittimaya jivcna kahain litivcjja sainbandlio V i 
SoiTima ! ghadassa vva nabhasa jaha va davvassa kiriyae ii ( 1635) 

5 ^^ I II CV9 II 

Murtasyamiirtimatri jlvena katham bhavet sambandhab i \ 
Saumyal gha^syeva nabhasa yatha vadravyasya kriyay;i|l37(l635)] 

Trans. — 87 “ How^ can the corporeal ( Karmati) be related 
to the incorporeal Jiva ? ” ( The Acdrya replies : ) O Sanmya ! 

( Their relation is ) like the relation t>f ghato with sky or like 
that of ‘Substance ( dravya ) with action ( kriya ). ( 1635 ) 


16 
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I mi ’T5^THJ I I 

I ^«iT m f^^^Tssf qf qqqr- 

q^5^ir: q5Fq:> qqisqTfq sftq-^qoh^qmrlr w ) II 

D. C. — Agnib)mti—Y on have already asserted that Rarinan 
is niurta. Now, how could this nmrt.<i Karnian be connected 
with the amurta jiva either by means of the sumavaya relation 
or even by Swtnyogn This is one more diffiouly in the way 
of the accomplishment of Karman. 

The Amrya — blessed one ! just as a murta ghata is 
connected with the amitrta nkasa by means oi samyoga and an 
object like finger is connected wit!) kriya like contraction by 
means of the rntnavaya, relation, so, here also Kdvman is 
connected with jlva. 

The relation of jtV(t nith Knrnvvi, is [jroved in another 
way :— 

II II ( ) 

Ahava paccakkham ci'a jivovanihantllianam iaha sarirani i 
Citthai kammayainevam bhavantarc jivasanjutlain ii ( 1636 ) 

[ mm Jfrqitjqq I 

Atliava pratyaksamova jivopanibandhanani yatha sarirain ( 
Tistbati karmunainevam bhiivantare jivasainyuktam |J 88 (1636)] 

7>r///s. - 8(S C)r, just as the ( coarse ) body being perceptible 
( to the senses ) is connected wit’ll the soul ( in this world ) 
the Kannana body is connected with the soul in the next' world. 
( 1636 ). 
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^3^ ^T^ur^arft^ irmTu^^ i m 

^f| 

m 5(T%?Tr3 , 3r3;#r ^r 2 1 3;€f, ^f| m 

? I 3r5!r gifm^ ^f| ^^«Jrtsf^ 

^ 2 I ^«IT3;tr ^ft ^1113^^3;^- 

?ir^^or ?r^: , 3;?rls^qt^^grf^srT^o[ 

^^T^?u=^r^f5r^4t^^^ir?jf)^%rRmr5riT'T?r^, srf^sr^tr^l 

?r: 5r5i: 2 irlr il ) 11 

I). (7.— This HtJmla hartro,, as it is praiifaksa and connocte<l 
with jiva, moves its limbs here an<I tliere, i?i tliis world, while 
the Karmana sarira is connecte<l with jtva in the next world. 

Here again, if you think that it is tlie sthrdn. ';<iirvra — with 
d/uirtiia and adlKintia as its nintilkts — that exliibits all movements 
when eonneced with jtva I would ask ycm to eonslder whether 
dJiarnia and adhrirma are ruTirta, or amnrin. 

In the first case, if you take dharnia and adhavma to bo 
murta liow could they be related to ntmati whicli is amin-la '■ 
But, if their relation to dtman. is, anyhow, approved of by you, 
why should you not approve of their relation to karmait also ? 
Secondly, if you believe that dkarmn and adlatvm't are arnurfa 
they oould not have any relation with the hJdiya and stliuUc 
body which is nmrta. For, according to you, connection between 
murta and aamrto is impro[)er. Thus, \i' dharnia and aflk-arma 
become tbe nimitta karatias of all the gestures of body even 
though there is no mutual relation between them tiie fault of 
atijtrsaiiga would arise. More<>vcr, if these (inmrfa dharma 
and adhavma have been believed as beimg connected with the 

9 

external murta mrtra^ what objection would there In; to assume 
a similar relation between jtva and Karman I' 
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Here there is an objection and its refutation — 

3rf JTfmiortnfT^ ii <\ ii ( ) 

Mutlenamutlimao uvaghaya-’nuggaha kaham hojja ? 

Jaha vinnanainam mairapanosahaihim ll 89 ( 1637 ) 

fwuRTsOr^T li il ( 

MOrtenaiufirtiu)ata npaghiLtji’nngrahau kathaui bhavetam ? i 
Yuthil vijiianadinain uuulirapjinau-sadhadibhih II 89 ( 1637 ) ] 

Trans. — ^9 “ How could the aniurta ( soul ) be supported 
or damaged by the niurta (Karman) ? ” ( The answer is- ) In 
the way as vijnTma etc. are ( damaged or supported ) by a drink 
of wine, medicine etc. ( 1637 ) 

gJT? jrqqmfTqrf^ I 

D. (/. — Agnihimti — la fact, the amvrfa atman cannot feel 
joy or sorrow as an anugraha ( favour ) or upaghMa ( oflfenoe ) 
by virtue of a 'laurla Karman^pint as the amurta aka'/fct is neither 
supported nor damaged by the murta sandalwood or fire-flame. 

Aearyd — Desire for discussion of vijhana, moral courage, 
remembrance etc., are the (wjwrfa qualities of soul. These Qualities 
are weakened by taking wine, poiso,fi, ant, a white thornapple etc.t 
and, are nourished by taking the mnrta drugs w'hioh .contain 

t Popularly known as d/utfura in Western India. 
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milk, gliee, sugar-candy etc. So the anvurta jiva is also 
nourished or weakened by the mvrta Karman. 

3!I5n i% i 

Ahava neganto’yam samsari savvaha ainutto tti i 
Jamanaikammasantaiparinaniavannaruvo so || 90 ( 1631 ) 

m ii ii ( ) 

Athavii naikiinto’yam samsari sarvatha’nmrta iti i 
Yadanadikarinasantatipariniimiipannarupah sub li 90 ( 1638 ) | 

Trans.— % Or, this mundane soul is not entirely amurta 
in the extreme. For, it lias attained an alteration in the conti- 
nuous range of Karman, which has no beginning. ( 1()3<S ) 

i 

II ) II 

D. C . — Or, this stwiaari j%va is also not wliolly amurta 
because it has assumed an alteration distinct from tlie expanse 
of Karman. Atman is attached to Karman as agni is attached 
to an iron-rod. Now, since Karman is mutra and Tilman is 
similar ,to Karman to a certain extent, the rdmaib is also rnurta 
to a certain extent even though it is amurta by its svabhdva. 
Consequently, the anmrta an'd lustrous jVva feels amigraJia or 
upaghata by virtue of a murta Karman while dk~sa being amurta 
and acelana feels neither anugraha or upaghata. 
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Then, how is the Karnm-santana burn 'i The reply iS: — 

Santano’na? u paropparam heuheubhavao i 

Deliassa ya kaminassa ya Goyama ! biyiim-kuranani va ii91( 1639) 

^ I ^3fT-f^^R^ II II ( ) 

Santano’nfidistu parasparain hetuhetubhavat i 

Deliasya cii karnianasca Gautama ! bijaiikurayoriva || 91 (1639)] 

Trans. 9 1 And, O Gautama ! as Karnian and body are 
mutually related as the causes of each other like the seed and 
sprout, the continuous ran^e of Kurman will have no 
beginning. ( 1639 ) 

cra 5rr%fr l 

3jf qr^TT^^, ^ott 5 

^ ^^s;TTf^: fil II 

) II 

1). C .- — The expanse of harmau. has no beginning, as dclm 
and Karnian arc related to each other as licf.n and luituniat. 
Just as a sprout is born uf seed and the seed, in turn, is 
produced from the sprout; in the same way, Kainnari is also 
produced from delta' ^ ami delta, in turn, is born of Karnian. 
Thus dcha and karnian, are related as the causes of each other 
like Inja and aiikura. So, just as* the continuous range of Inja 
and ahicura or pi^a and putra is anadi, that . of didia and 
Karnian should also be anadi. 
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Karman can be established by means of Veda-vacana also — 

^ i 

5[roiIf^55 ^ 

Kamme ca§ai Goyama ! jamaggihotlai saggakaniassa i 
Veyavihiyam vihannai danaipluilam ca loyaiiinii ii 92 ( 1640 ) 

[ i 

^ II II ( ) Ii 

Karinani casati Gautama ! yatlagnihotradi svargaktimasya i 
Veda-vihitam vibaiiyate drmadi phalani ca loke || 92 ( 1640 ) ] 

Trans. —92 If, O Gautama ! the exislence of Karman 
is denied, rites like rhe performance of Sacred fire for a person 
tispiring for Salvation and the reward of nuinificence etc. in 
this world prescribed by the Veda, would be refuted. ( 1640 ). 

srrlrmf^rqif^m ii ) ii 

D. C . — If O (tauldrna, ! The e.xistance of Karmon is 
denied the commandment of Vedm that a person dosirin'<- to 
attain Salvation can do s(» by j)erf'orming tajnihotTit etc. would 
be null and void. Again, the wellknown phalas like svat'ga 
etc. prescribed for actions like d7ina etc. would also bo refuted, 
it you doti’t believe in Karman. Hut that is not jjroper as it 
is opposed by Kiriy7tph,ala htiTivcio danJilrtatn 'ph.>i.lani ki.-de vra\ ” 
etc. Hence you shall have to accept Karman, witli its auddi 
santdna. 

•f Vide V. 1615. 
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On the non-apprehension of Karman^ if Is'vara etc. were 
taken to be the creators of the manifold variations in the world, 
a number of difficulties would arise, 

*jnon% ^ ?! fft ii ii ( ) 

35r»TWiiw?i3ft ^^f-sgrRJfait wr i 

^ ii ii ( ) 

Kammamanicchanto va suddham ciya jivamisaraim va i 
Mannasi deliainam jam kattaram na so jutto ii 93 ( 1641 ) 

Uva^aranabhavao niccettha'mutiayaio va vi i 
[saradcharambhe vi tullaya va’ navattha va || 94 ( 1642) 

[ ^rr i 

^ ^ ^ li ii ( ) II 

^'T^5[on^TT^T’| fd^si-s^ddif^dr I 

^ II II ( ) II 

Kurmruiiceliun va suddhuiuevu jivaniisvuradiui va i 

Manyuse dehadiiiam yam kartarain na sa yuktah || 93 (1641) ] 

Upakaranabhiivad nisces’ta-’murtatadito vapi | 
Isvaradeharambhe’pi tulyata va’navastha viL || 94 ( 1642 ) ] 

T'm/s. 93 94 Or, denying (the existence of } /Camaw, you 
might presume fiva itself -pure and simple--or Isvara etc, to be 
the creator of ( the objects like ) deha etc. But that is not 
so, since jivas is void of means ( iipakarana ) motion 
( ccsta ) and form ( murtata ). Bven ( in the case of ) delta 
etc. being accomplished by' Isvara etc. either the 
same difficulties would arise or there would be disorder. 

{ 1641-1642 ) 
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OT5B^«»rr 

iffor^?yrt?T^iifts3qq%j i sT^f^T, 3r?q«iT 7 ^*t: r%^^*‘‘f^'|tqTr?’' 

?TSTTs^rfc^r^, srrf? 

?(r5?T^5r^^r?ri?j;, ?r4»T?Tr5rTri;, srr^m^'T, ?Tm, ?[^‘ 

?Er^Wr5[^^ i ?T?^i^«iTTfTT¥- 4 sf^ ^ft ?T«rrf|- 

3r^m R^q-^Tqf^rrf , 

qT%f^ I 3{«rT?q; ?Rts«ft^T qq^q I qq: msfq 5rd^qi5I , 

3rgf^^ qr ? i ^arsiCu.*, dft R^q^^roirqfd, 

q^q^T I m ml l^qm, ^s-cqqjm ik^- 

5r^t H^qqjTOTrqT^^FT^ I m I 


sTrT^^r^qrq^q;, ?Tfqrq?q frqqqjrqwr i ^rRg ^ JTqiT^?j i ?r^qr^ 
^?Tt, ^^»Tf3r?ftm iftq Jjrq i R'^qmwjr^^n 
*Tq^3r5Tq;t?% I 


^cqmqf'T^sqq;, q? # 1 3TwfqqHJT 

fq’^g-wiq^fq g^gsqt fra n ) ii 


D. C. — O Agnibhiiti Gdutumn ! Leaving the AVtr/H<///i. aside, 
it is absolutely improper to accept uuy one of jivu, Isvara, 
Jcala ( Time ) nvyakta { Vimu ) niyati ( Destiny ) or yddrimha 
( self-will ) to be the karia of (la ha etc. 

It is not possible for jlva and Ikoant etc, to accomplish 
Karyoks such as harira etc, without the help of Kortnaa. Jlva 
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(;annot accoiiijjlislj nbjccts like hariru on account of the follow- 
ino reasons 

( 1 ) If jiva is presumed to be the Karta of mrira etc, it 
must have some means to produce them. Just as a potter 
cannot produce a ghata without the help of an %i'pakaran<i> like 
danda^ so also jiva cannot accomplish Kdryas like h'ira in 
absence of an upakurana. Now, yim is not supposed to have 
any other upakarana except Karman in producing mrira etc. 
For, no other iq)akarana except Karman can exist in the state 
of embryo etc. 

( 2 ) In the process of accomplishment of Karyas like 
mrira, jiva would not he able to suck up semen, blood etc. 
without the help (d‘ Karnian. 

( 3 ) Jiva cannot accomplish Isarlra etc. on a ‘count of its 
inactive, incorporeal, and all-pervading nature like aka'm. 

Again, it is useless to believe that mriraium Is'vara 
produces each and every object such as deha etc. Because 
the above-mentioned difficulties are bound to arise in that case 
also. In abs<nuHM>f an Is vara like a potter withoTit 

a danda, is not sujjposed to create his own l)ody. Now liere, 
if it is assumed that a second lt<'vara creates the body of 
this Is'vara, consider wliothor that iJrara has a body or not. 
If he has no body it is clear from what has alrca<ly been dis- 
cussed that he cannot create !•> trira in absence of an xipaka7'ana. 
But if it is said_ that a third Is'vara having a body creates 
the body of this Is vara, a fourth Is'vara. sliall have to be 
suijposed to create the body of the third one, and a fifth 
Is' vara to create that of the fourth one, and so on until ultimately 
it results in an anavasthd which is not at all desirable. 

Thus it is clear that is't’rtra.is not the creator of sarh'a 
etc. JFit in spite of that if it is believed that /.s tvtrrt 'creates 
mrira etc, consider whether he docs so with or without any 
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purpose. If Is'vara creates body wifhout any purpose he 
would be taken as frantic, and if he does so with some intention 

he would lose his h'varafva. For a niddlut and amdi at, man 
is not expected to cherish desire for creating dtdai etc, as 
desire is one of the forms of illusion ami so on. A. niimbi'r 
of such arguments could be advanced in this connection, l)ut 
for fear of (jranthamstdra ( extension of the work ) tlioy are 
not stated here. But in line of the araruments stated ab()v'e 
it can also be proved that neither Brahma nor VUnv, nor any 
one else can be taken as the Kartd of hnrira etc. 

Is vara therefore is not a(^ceptable as the creator of mrira 
etc., from any point of view, but jmt accompanied by the 
iqiakarana Karman, should alone be acce[)ted as the knrtd of 
sarh'a etc. 

3Tf^ t# iT5n% i 

! ?n<n =5 ’nn<mni»n«Tt irhii 

Ahava sahavani maniiasi vinnana ghanai Veyavutlao | 

Taha bahiidosani (joyama ! tanain ca pavananuiyaiiiattho ii95ii( 16 13) 

[ i 

m\ I =5r li il ( 

Athava svabhilvam manyase vijuanaghanadivedoktilt 1 

Tatha babiidosam Gautama ! tesain ca ijadaiiHinayamartliali ||t)5||( l.fl43) 

Trans.— 95 Again, O Gautama ! if tou tliink svabhdvam 
( to be the karta of sarira etc ), from the .sentences df the 
Vedas such as vijndna ghana ” etc, a number of tlifficuHics 
will arise. But ( ca ) the real interpretation of those sentences 
is this. 
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5FIT I 

ft ii ? ii 

ft ? l 

ftm: Ri%: ? II ^ II 

mi mi u^im* II ^ II 

mi r# ^7m I ?r«rTS¥5qiT????iR ^«rift 

^ f% ^r, 

^1, ? fT% 5r?ft lift: I m 51 ^5Tf^- 

jRTorrwmrf 1 3Tq^fTir^^qT5C5’i*T% w*^^^^ f% ^TT^^q^Fq^, ^qifq 
5q7Rq^oiTRqmq;?qTri; ? I q^^fq^qt ^ ^qf qi ^qi^ 
sr^ql qr ? i qft qf| %mm |ft qmFqqor qj^^^ ^qi^ i 
3iqi^q:, qft qj^qifq ^qr, sr^qi^, R^q^5(«iTrqi^, 
qftfq I qq ;fq^q ^T^^qnjq ^mq^^qq;, l 

3iqT^T^qqT ^qqiq ?«:qq, qqFqm^«qq-q?qq q^qqiRof 
rqqq ?rqqq'5: ’^qiq , qqr q qfq qjROTTqiq^q qqTq^qi^ 
qqq^qi^q^ftrqr^qq^: l qft q, Irqqfg^Rqrqjftqq: g^^I^tq^rq 
|rq^:qqqq qqq | qq^gi^qiftq^ ^ qqiftqrqfq- 

fqqqi^Rq , qqis^nftfqqSTT:, snftq^qftfqqqrqiTt q gftTift I 
q^qi^ qrqjftqqjq;, qjqfgsR^q 1 qfqfqqqT^Rrqftq ^qqj^q- 
qftq^?|fqq?q^q qqiftqftfq q»qq qq l q q qq|?(- 

q^qr^ 5BqoTts;q|qqi?ij[ Sr^^qq | qq qT^^ qq: ^qqj^s- 
^qqq»q^ I qqrqql qm^qql (qfTqiftqq, qftq^ffd^^lft- 
^r^qqq% qq;q?qTq, aiiqsr^qq, ^rqfqftq^q 1 qq ^q?f5qqfs 
q1, qftm^qr^qqT, ^^qtsft ^^^iftqqjTqqqfqfq^iqrlqT^qifq^- 
^^qqqrqrftfq I 

sift q, ** pq q%q qqq^ Itqift^^qiqqjqqqi^ qqqj 
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^ 13!^h I ?T% I I 3ifft?J5S[!^ | 

^ 3R^^IT^^’T : I ^^%5ITft^f^ftf I 

lft:#m I ^^5rT%-^^ft, q^rft 1 Isrft-^r «Tlmft 1 
^ I 3Trrrf%-^g^t5^^T#, ^?rft 

IT%R 55 i I 3 r^q~%?T^T%tT^T^ 

«niR:, <i?j; ?rl 5 ^? l 

i%55 ^ hr: i m\, ** 

^S^J^r^l^ l^qgfTR ^*tl^TqqRqT3[^IR ^r^^ r^q ^ 3iqi':?rq^T^^^ 

?r3;:q%^qf “ 5 ^q 

sri^^T =q qsrq^Rf ^ ^rq^s^^ftr fti?^ qqr qj^T^riq^ 
vjrr;— “ I^q SRK'yR ?imrl^ 

5iTrqTftq^rqTiT|^^?f^TqRqmqT?qjTf^ ^ ^ 5 ^am^i- 

sqq^^j^TR I q^qrqqTR ft q^TRR^ ftmT^q^^fftr, qjF^r^qvf- 
qi^q^RTR, srqTifti ^qg^T^q^rm 1 H^rg^qiS^R:’^ 

^r^T^fft ftmqiqqTTR I 3r5-kT?[^5 ft’?T-^5?q4qT3r:, R^^I^qi^iq I 
^qq; srqift^p: ^g?q»Jqi^: q«Tr qq ^ qqftq; 
q^qqr qftqr fft ft«q ^m^x irq qr^rg qftrgq^qq^t 
H ?Tqq: ^qftri ?Tq^qTft|5r rfqj qqr, ‘‘ nr^qr 
’ipfqif'cqr qqig ^Rrqqiqfft i^qrftqs^q qqfsfq ^g^qqqr^TJ 1 
q^qf qj^qr irqTftftf^qfttsfq qi^qi^ q qqft ? lft %gi 
q=5q^— %qqiTfqftqT?fr 3 gfqqr qq>4qqtTftft 1 qq: q: qq^ 

q^t ^sfqftq: ^sqqiR^TSJqq qq^ q qqq^^qqqg’^ m 
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arm^’^or: *’ g 

^Tf^F^g^TTJT^RIR, I 

IrqTT^R l^^q^TR 

JI’SrrJITR 5[SS^IT^ I ‘‘ RfR^H — 

RITTJJ^JfTT?^: I »T ^ ^ 

JTI^ ^IR?T^?r I ^TOTJTS* 

^«inf — q5r ^irTO^R?^WTR 

s?T:iW^5[r^^^i5: ?(jfTTrK^T^f^f^1 ^5[or^TmTO^ 

?R 5rf^T?rR I 3rf^=^, ^j^?r^iirR'?T?5ETR 

%3[^R^iR, ?i?r«ri-‘‘ 3 r: so^jt ttt: 'tr^i ^jf^n 
?Rrf? I ?r?iIRI*TFT7R R^ II ) II 

D. C. — You, too, 0 Agnihhnli! like others presviine A''i’aWweo. 
and sv'ihhiivn only to bo the hi, rid i>f‘ delui et,c. on hearing the 
Vedajxtdns such as “ Vijlinaaijliftnfi, rvaiti'hlu/o Itlniiehhyixh ” 
etc. It is therefortj said V)y some |)eoj)le that — 

SurvahetuiiinlsHinsaui Ijliavaiiam jannia varnyatc | 
Svahlnivavadibldsto hi nuhuli svainapi karanam It I f| 
liiijivakantakiidinani vaicitryam kah karoti hi ? i 
iVTayuracandrikiidirva vdcitrah kena nirmitah II 2 II 

Kfulncitkain yadatrasti uihsesah tadahettdiaiu l 
Yatlia kantakataiksnvadi tatha eaite siikhadayali n 3 || 

So, (dfvidiiia .' If you also hold the same view., viz, that 
i^VdhJim'it is the kartd of dcha etc. a number of dams will crop 
up. In the first instance, consider whether ardldiava is ( 1 ) 
a I'dfiim'is i‘itd, ( an object in particular ) or (2 ) a-tuirawiid, 
( causelessness ) itself or ( 3 ) viMtxulharrna ( quality of 
an oliject ). ‘ 

(1) hvahiuixHt can never be recognized as -a vaatuvis'csd 
as there exists no pramand ( ground of assurance ) to prove 
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that it is fi tuistu. Xow here, if you are prepared to a<!copt 
an a-praninnaka ( unauthorized } \mstu as the vastu itself, you 
should also accept Karmari as a vastu-, for accordinji; to you, 
Karman is also a-pramanahi. Secondly, if that svablutva is 
vastuvis'esa. is it nmrta or amurta ? If it is murta, it is nothiuir 
but Karman with a synonym of svabhTwa. If it is amurta it 
is not supposed to have any sort of upakarana and heneo like 
akas'a it can never be a karka of any object. Moreover, it is 
improper to acce{)t an amurta svahhTwa to be the kai-ana of a 
murta karya such as tlcha et(-. So, it is clear that svabhTiva is 
not a vastuvis'esa iti any case. 

2. If svabhara were supposed to be a /bc/voioto, all objects 
will have to be tukoii as bcin<if i>rodueed without cause and 
Raraua will be absent UMilormiy at all jilaces ; l■o^se<juently all 
objects will have to l)c supposed to have been |»roduced iicci- 
dently all at a time. Hut it would he absurd to believe like 
that. For one that is [U'odiiced s|)ontancously witliout any 
reason, does never possess, like the viknras of ahhra etc, a 
beginning or a «lefinite ft>rm. Object.s like .v a.siva should Jiever 
be believed to have been born witliout cause, because tlioy are 
firodueed liy means of Karman, they arc Tatiman and tliey 
jiossess a definite form as tha.t of a ijhata. This shows that 
such objects are produced by a karta by moans of an upaka- 
rana, and Karman is tlie only jmssiltle r/.pakara/ia in the state 
of embryo. So, Karman ought to be accepted as its real ketu 
and not the svaljhava. ■ 

3. Now, consider if svabUava can be taken as a vastu- 
(Iharma. If svablutva is supposed to be the quality <.)f a vastu 
like atman it would be amurta like akas'a and hence it would 
not become the cause of s'arira etc. But there would lie no 
objection if svablutva were taken to be the quality of a murta 
object. For, in that case, Karman will hec<)mc a jMiryaya of 
the svablutva of a murta object. So, wc have no objection in 
accepting svabkava as a dkarma of the murta idjject. 
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Moreover, 0 A<pi%bhuti ! yon entertain doubt as regards 
Karman by hearing sentences such as puriisa evedam sarvam” 
of the Vedas. According to you, the interpretation of those 
sentences is as follows : — 

“ Everything that is animate and inanimate, past and future, 
movable and immovable, distant and near, interior and exterior 
everything that is nourished by food, and one who is the lord 
ol’ moksa — all this is purusa and purusa alone. No other object 
as Knrman exists as distinct from this purusa. 

(Similarly, according to yon, sentences such as ‘‘ vijhana- 
ghcma ” also establish the non-existance of Karman. Because, 
in both the above-metitioned pKtdaH you interpret “ eva. ” as 
referring to tiie non-existence of Korinaii, 

Your inter[)retation of the Vedu~-pa,<l<iti is not correct. 
Sentences like purtmo evedain ' etc are meant to praise the 
Titmmi and to establish the adraita — b/iTtva, in order to avoid 
the arrogance of joti etc, but they are not meant to establish 
the non-existence of Karman,. 

Sentences are generally divided into three kinds : — ( 1 ) 
Vulhmidapara i. c., sentences tliat are laid down as rules. 
( 2 ) Arthaimdapara i, c.. sentence.s that are laid down as the 
explanatory remarks and ( 3 ) AntiiKidapara i. c., sentences 
that are laid down as explanatory repetitions — “ Agnihot7'a‘m 
jnhuyat svargakdrnah ” is an exjimple of vidldrdda. Arthavdda 
is of two kinds : — ( i ) Sluii--arlha,V(%d<i and ( 2 ) Nindd artha- 
rdda. Sentences such as “ pturu.'ia ('.cedarii sai'vain ” etc, as 
well as those “ Sa sai'in^vid, yasgaisa mahimu bhuvi vivye 
hraKnapiti'c hyesd vyomni atindsu pratidlUtastamaks ararn vedyate 
yastu sa saroajna sarvarit sarvarne cavives' a ” and “ ekayd 
•purnaydhutyd stirvdn kdmdnavd p}i.ot,i ” etc, are also the examples 
of stuti-art/iavdda. 

Again you may raise a ejuestion as to why the sentences 
like “ ekayd parnayd ” etc. be not taken as the illustrations 
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of '^idhivada. But if it illustrates VidhivTida, the rest of the 
anusthmias like agnihotra would be of no avail* 

In the sentence “ esa valm ji>r«t/uwHU go' gnistomaah^ 

yo'nenanistavanycmi yajate sa garlamihhya'patat *' the sacrifice 
of animals is censured and hence it illustrates the nindartlut- 
vada. Lastly Veda-vakyas such as “ d-mdasaniasah samvat 
Sarah ” “ agnirumah *' agni rhimasya hJichajam. ’’ etc., are 

unuvada pradhdna as they state mere explanatory repetitions 
of well-known facts. 

It is, therefore, clear that VcdUtpados like “ purum eveditm 
sarvam are meant to illustrate the stiUi-arthavada. 

“ VijiMna ghana (‘vaitchhya,h ” etc. can be interpreted in 
this way — Atman, as an assemblage ol‘ kmtvledge i.s distinct 
from hhvias and it itself is the kartd of the hm/ryas such as 
sartra etc. Now that, it has become the kartd, it must have 
a karaym ( instrument ) to accom[dish tlie Kdrrpu. For, 
wherever there are karCd and karya there ouglit to l)e k irana 
also. Like a forceps in the case of a blacksmith and iron-rod, 
Karman is used as an instnunent in the accomplishment of 
Kdrays like satra by Atman. So, you shall have to accept 
the existence of Kar'tnan, 

Moreover, Karman can be established by the help of 
Veda-vacanas like '' imny ah punyena karmana, pa.pah pTiprna 
karmana ” also. Thus Karman is proved by means of <<,garna 
also. Hence, leave all the doubts aside and know it for certain 
that Karman does exist and Karman, is tlic only instrument 
to accomplish Kdryas like sarlra etc. 

dt nddi qffdt u’f {\W) 

.4 

Chinna’nini samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkcnani | 

So samano paVvaio pancahhn saha khandiya saehim ii96ii(1644) 


18 
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[ * 

^ fif i\ %% n ( \ W ) 

Chirine sani^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa Sraruanab pravrajitah pancabhih sahakhandika§ataihli96ii(1644)] 

Trans.— % When the doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old cige and death, the saint 
Agniblmti accepted Diksa along with his five hundred pupils. 
( 1644 ). 


End of the Discussion with the Second Ganadhara, 


Chapter III 

Discussion with the Third Qanadhara. 

^ 3rf aft 3T(»T«3f (^ora»Tm i 

ii ii 

Te pavvaie sOuin taio agacchai Jinasagasain i 
Vaccami vandami vanditta pajjuvasami u 97 ll ( 1645 ) 

’rt'TT^ II ‘^'3 II ( ) 

Tau pravrajitau srutva tritiya agacchati Jinasakiii^am i 
Vrajaoii vande vanditvu paryupase || 97 ii ( 1645 ) ] 

Trans.— 97 Having licard that both of them ( IndrabliTUi 
and Agnibhuti) had renounced the world, the third (Oantxdhara) 
comes before the Tirthahkara. ( He thinks ) ; — I may go, pay 
my homage and worship him (1645). 

^hnr ii (W'O ii 

2)„ C . — On having heard that Indrahlmti and AynibUnti 
had accepted the Dikdd (and were defeated,) the \h\rd (jamaUiaru 
named VdyubhiitA approached Sramat/a Bliagavdit Afalidvir<i 
with an humble and obedient motive of bowing down to him 
and worshipping him. 
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And, what more did he think when he approached 1' 

?i^ran»r>i-5^-wiw»n?<nt ^ 5[q<Ti^st < 

m ^oi?pn^ ii \% ii (<^8v3) 

Sisaltenovagaya sampayaminda-ggibhuino jassa I 
Tihuyanakayappanamo sa niahabhago’ bliigamanijjo ii98h (1646) 

Tadobhigamana-vandano-vasanaina hojja puyapavo’ ham i 
Vocchinna samsao va vottum patto Jinasagase ll 99 II (1647) 

[ ^r5r^5=5[T*5f?r^|^ i 

^tF^TT RTHt II I 

Sisyatvenopagutau, sfiinpratamindra’gnibhiiti yasya | 
Tribliuvanakritapranfimah sa niahabhago’bhigauianiyah ||98il(l646)] 

Tadabhigaiuaua-vandaiio -pasaTiadinfi bhaveyain putapapo’haui 
VyavacchinnasamSayo vokta prapto Jinasakase ii 99 ii ( 1647 ) ] 

Tra/is.--%-99 “ 1 should approach the revered Bhagvan 
Mahmira whom IndrabhTdi and AgnibhMi have recently 
accepted as their preceptor and to w'hom ( people of ) the three 
worlds pay their obeisances. Having approached him, I shall 
get myself purged of sins by bowing down to him and 
worshipping him, and 1 shall get my doubts cleared.” Having 
said so, he came to Sramana Bhagvan Mahavira (1646-1647). 

Then what next ? 

oi h?ooii 
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Abtiattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gotfena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam il 100 ii (1648) 

[ 3rT<TTf^?r«r i 

^T5rr ^ ^ II ?oo II 

Abhfisitasca Jinena jati-jara-iuaranavipraniuktena | 

Niimna ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarvadarsina || 100 1| ( 1648 ) ] 

Trans.— IQO He was addressed by his name and lineage 
by the Tirthahkara who was free from birth, old age, and 
death, who was all-knowing, and who had complete darsana 
( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1648 ). 

D. C. — Although thus respectfully and directly addressed 
by the Lord and seeing the beauty and splendour of his 
eminence extending over the three worlds, and being unable 
to disclose the doubt remaining in his mind, out of agitation 
Vayuhhuti remained silent with amazement. Ihit he was again 
addressed thus : — 

aaftw duaii t% i 

Tajjiva tassariram ti samsao na vi ya pucchase kimci i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 101 I) (1649) 

^ sfRTR ii ii ( ) 

Tajjtvastacchartramiti samsayo niipi ca pricchasi kimcit ? | 
Vedapadanain cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah UlOlll (1649)] 

Trans.— \ Q\ You entertain the doubt as to w'hether that 
which is jiva is sarlra itself and yet you do not ask me 
( about it ). But (ca) you do not know the real meaning 
of Veda-padas. Here is their real interpretation. (1649). 
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^ 

7[ 

m 3^^ I ^3 ^iTTr^T^ ^t^- 

^T ” %% ^ 5T 3^% ? • ^ ^ 

3rRTf^> I ii?o^ii 

( IW ) 

D. 0 . — You entertain the doubt in your mind as to 
whether that which is jH'ci be called sarira also. But you 
do not put any question about it to remove that doubt. This 
doubt of yours is based upon hearing the Veda-jMdas of con- 
tradictory senses. But that is not the correct interpretation. 
Here is the real interpretation. 

Moreover, 

i% ^ i 

ft I f ?r5^ ii ?oq n (?^ho) 

3if Tiaftg ft fti i 

ftqR^f ^^niftjT %JWJig ll?«^ll(H'<t) 

Vasuhai bhliya samudaya sambhiiya ceycina tti te sarika i 
Patteyamadittha vi hit niajjangamaii vva samudaye ii 102 li (1650) 

Jaha majjarigesu mao visumadittho vi samudae h5um i 
i^alantare vinassai taha bhuya ganammi ceyannam iilOSii (1651) 

[ m T I 

f'T II II ( ) 

I 

W%-3 >|r5rT I 

TO ii \o^^ ii 
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Vasiidhadi bhuta samudaya sanibhuta cetancti tava saiika i 
Pratyekamadrista’pi khalu madyangauiada iva samudaye || I02||(l65l) 

Yatha madyarigesu mado vi^vagadristo’pi samudaye bhutva i 
Kalantare vinasyati tatha bhutagane’pi caitanyam ||103|| (1651)] 

102-103 Your presumption is that consciousness 
( cetana ) is produced from the collection ( samudaya ) of 
bhutas like prithivi etc. because like intoxication ( mada ) 
though not found in each separate constituent, it is apprehended 
in the collection ( of those constituents ). .Just as intoxication, 
though not present in each separate constituent of wine 
( madya ) is produced in the collection of these constituents 
and disappears after a particular period of time, similarly 
consciousness ( caitanya ) is also produced in the collection 
of bhutas and perishes as time passes { 1650-1651 ). 

CTf I 3rf%rTT I m 

‘‘ iff 

H^rffS g;t^I rffT: 

^«TTf^’irmFT?F)f5rJtrr^ 

?^*F5r SFrg^ 

^rfFg^T^rm^^ ^«FT *T?irWHgi3[T^^lFl I 
^ ft ‘?raF^g i 
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^ ^V*f ^ir«TT I ^ 

WT fkmf^ =I ^??ir^: I ^RT^sr ^ 

^ II ) II 

Z). C — According to your presumption cekind is produced 
from the samuddya of hhukis such as 'pt'dh.vi, ap>t^jas, vdyu etc. 
Just as niftda cannot be seen in each separate constituent e.g, 
dhcitaki flower, jaggery etc, of the wine, but it can be produced 
only when all those constituents are combined together. In 
the same way, cetand is recognized in the samuddya of hhutas 
only and not in a separate constituent like p7-ithvt. So, cetand 
becomes the quality of the samuddya of hhutas. Again, this 
cetand, after being produced in the samuddya of hhutas perishes 
after naving stayed for some time, just as the quality of mada 
after being produced in the combination of the constituents of 
wine vanishes as time passes. Thus it is proved by means 
of anvaya as well as vyath'cka in the above two cases that 
caitanya is a dhar'ma of the samuddya of hhutas. 

Again, that which is not present in a constitution of 
samuddya but in the samuddya itself becomes the quality of 
samuddya only, and not of a constituent. So, caitanya being 
found only in samuddya and not in each of its individual 
constituents becomes a dharma of tlie sanmdaya of hhutas, as 
mada becomes a dharma of the samuddya of madydhgas. 
Now, there can be no distinction between dharma and dhaVmin. 
For if they were distinct they could not be related as dharma 
and dharmin. Sarh'a is nothing but the samuddya of bhiUas 
and jiva is formed of cetand. Hence jtva and s'ar\ra are 
nothing but dhaimia and dhai'min and as such they should be 
considered as one and the same, ' 

* 

Now, on the other hand there are several Veda~padas 
which esfciblish jtva to be distinct from s^arh'a e. g. Na hi 
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vai sets' arisya r-apahatirasti, as'aHram vd 

vasantam priyd,priye na sprs'atahr And that is the reason why 
you have raised this doubt. 

The doubt is refuted as follows : — 

g »T 3 ft N ^ ^ 1U08H 

vif I 5ifi I 

af sif w^g %vi ?iii ug^ fi«rr iUoHii(U'i^ 

Patteyamabhavao na renutellam va samudaye ceya 1 
Majjarigesu lu mao vi.sum pi na savvaso natthi 11 !04ii { 1652 ) 

Bhami-dliani viUinliayai pattcyani pi lui jaha mayangesu I 
Taha jai bliOesu bliave ceya to samudaye iiojja n 105 ll ( 1653 ) 

II II 

Pratyekanuibbavad na renutailauiiva sanmdaye cetana 1 
Madyahgesu tu niado visvagapi na sarvaso nasti 11 104 ii (1652) 

Bhrami-dhrani-vitrisnatadayab [)ratyekaina|,)i khalu yatha madaiigesn 
Tatha yadi bhutesu bhaveccetana tatah samudaye bhavet iilOoii (1653) 

7'/'<7«5. -- 104 105 Consciousness ^ can never c.xist 

in a collection if it is absent in case of ( its ) individual con- 
stituents, just as oil cannot be found in a collection of sands 
if it is 'not present in each individual particle of the sand. 
Again, intoxication ( inada ) is not absolutely absent even in 
an individual constituent of wane. ( For ), every constituent 
(of wine) possesses some capacity or other like that of inducing 
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insanity, producing satiety and quenching thirst etc. in ‘ its 
individual state. If consciousness were present in (each of the) 
bkutas { separately ), it could be ( found ) in the collection (also) 
( 1652-1653 ). 

I ?T«rT fljsrVT^ ^ 

5nTt*F:— ^i«fT ?irj; 

^ 1^, =1 

5qcrf^5!i^3 ^3 

^?^3?r^??r5rj[?T5rT, f%rt5r5!ik%^5rr;?T^ f^qfq 3ft?r^g«ir ^T^ofTf^t 

^5r M ^4 5ti%iT^o?y^i srif— 

5rr4^5T^«ri^f ^S«iis3q^?«TT^ l?q%qRTFgf^s4 Ig:, 1 5r?4^T 
?Tq^rsgq^5«?^^rf4 ft^i?ir- 

^ ud 3rf4 g ^r ^ ^ 3W3 

1 ?r4t i 

^R^ig%3 ^(4- 

^TR, 3 ?% g f4g«ir^T^T«»r?^i%^R^, 

?^Tf4 ^«it 4^4 g«iT JT^i4«r 3R5^n4- 

3^3 ^fk ^^1 43?i^ 

%<r^T ^^ig, ^ ^ ggiii^NHRsr^i^^TRra 11 

1). O . — Since cetana is not present in the individual state 
of a bhuta, even to a limited extent, it can never be found in 
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the combination of the bhiUas also, just as oil cannot be found 
in a samitdaya of sands when it is not present in each 
individual particle of sand. From this, a rule can be deduced 
that whatever is absent in an individual state should be absent 
in the collective state also, and whatever is present in*collection 
should be present in the individual also, e. g.^ oil when 
present its prithak avastha of sesamum is found in its collective 
state also. 

In the present case, cetaria is not found in the 
avasthd of hhutas and hence it is improper to accept that 
cetana is produced in the saniudaya of hhutas. Really speaking, 
it is produced by some other cause totally different from hlmta- 
samuddya. That cause is nothing else but jtva which is 
amurta on account of the amurta cetanTi. 

Here again, the opponent may argue that the above- 
mentioned rule is wrong. For, nuida is not found in the 
individual state of a constituent like dhcUakt puspa of the 
madya', and yet the quality of intoxicatioii does exist in its 
samuddya. But it is not proper to say that mada-hhTtva is 
altogether absent from dhatahl puspa, etc. For, mada does 
exist in the individual state to a certain extent. A dlidtaM 
puspa can induce insanity in its individual capacity; the juice 
of jaggery, vine, sugar-cane etc. can pnaluce cmitontment and 
water can quench the thirst. By tVie word “ ddi ” other 
constituents of wine should also be included, as they too, 
possess some capacity or the other as far as possible. Now, if 
caitanya-sakli were present in the individual hhuta.s like prithvi 
etc. even to a limitted extent, mitanya would certaiidy have 
been manifested in their combination also. But wheti cetatid 
is absdnt in the very prithak state, it can never l)e produced 
in the combined state. 

I^ow, what would happen if the constituents of wine had 
no power of intoxication at all ? 
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wt 3?^ ra ^ #arf| ii^o^n (?^h») 

Jai va savvabhavo vTsum to kirn tadaiiganiyamo’yam i 
Tassamudayaniyamo va annesu vi to havejjahi w 106 ii ( 1654 ) 

5rTS;^'7f^ 5fT^|| \o% \\( ) 

Yadi Va sarvabhavo visvak tatah kiin tadanganiyamo’yam I 
Tassaiimdayaniyamo va’nyesvapi tato bbavet || 106 II ( 1654 ) ] 

Trans . — 106 Or, if the power of intoxication were 
altogether absent from all ( the constituents of wine ) indivi- 
dually, how could they be called its divisions at all ? and why 
should there be any rule regarding its collection also V ( For ), 
in that case it must be produced by means of ( the collection ) 
other objects also. ( 1654 ) 

n^rr^rf 

%*rfq ^ 5ff5JrT-s5q qt?T?Ti% 

II ) II 

1). 0 . — It* the power of iiioxicatioii is denied to exist in 
the prithak avasthtt, of the constituents like dJmtaki puspa etc, 
they cannot be called the constituents of wine at all. Again, 
if dJiatakt etc, had no power of intoxication at all, why 

should people desirous of wine, collect all the constituents like 
dhataki p^ispa in order to prepare wine ? and why do they not 
prepare wine by combining other objects like ashes, stones, 
cowdung, etc 1 This clearly indicates that the power of into- 
xication does exist in the individual state of constituents like 
dlidtak% puspa etc, and as a resvilt of that, it appears in wine 
which is the combined state of all such constituents. 
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At this point, an opponent may advance the following 
argument : — 

ft ^15?^ ^RfT<nj 3 ii 1 

3if irsit Iff 1 % ^3? ?r iUovsm(U'<h) 

Bhiiyanam patteyam pi ceyana samudae darisanao t 

Jaha majjarigesu mao mai tti heii na siddho’yam 11 107h (1655) 

JTirife (?^hh) 

Bhutunam pratyekainpi cetana saiouclaye dar^anat 1 

Yatha madyahgesu made luatiriti heturna siddho’yain Ill07tl(1655)] 

TransA^Xl Since consciousness is found in the collection 
of bhutas, if an argument is advanced that consciousness is 
present in each individual bhMa also as intoxication is present 
in various constituents of wine, it can never be approved of. 

( 1655 ). 

^ ?IR53[T^sfq 

i if 

%?i,l 5fi%^Tf^g^»i?rRRtqsfq rr^gq^svr: I 
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I f% ? 

^ rWfq II? oVS(?^HH)ll 

D, C , — An opponent may advance the following line of 
argument : — 

As mada is present in each separate constituent of wine, 
it is found in the samudaya of those hhutas also. In the 
same way, it can be said that since cetarid is completely 
manifested in the collection of hhutas it should be present in 
each independent hJnda at least to a certain extent. Just as 
mada is not clearly perceptible in its individual state, but 
distinct in the samudaya, so also, cetarid is not clearly percep- 
tible in the individual state on account of its minute form, but 
it is more distinct in the collective state. 

But it is not in the fitness of things to state that because 
ce.tand is found in the hhnta samudaya it should be present 
in each individual hhuM also, as cetand is the quality of Soul 
and the Soul is contained within ( antay'gata ) the hhuta 
samudJiya. So, if atman is absent from the hhuta samudaya, 
cetana cannot exist in the samud,dya. Thus, your argument 
that cetand is found in the collection of hhutas is not valid. 
For, if cetand were taken to be a quality of mere hhuta samudaya 
it ought to be found in a dead body also. Here again, it is 
improper to advance an excuse that cetarid is absent in a dead 
body «>n account of the absence of vdyu. For, cetand could 
never be found in a dead body, even if vTtyu were made to 
enter the body by means of a pipe etc. Similarly, if it is argued 
that cetand does'not exist in a dead body due to the absence 
of tejas, tejas also could be made to enter the dead body by 
the same sort of means and proved that cetand is absent in 
that case also. Lastly, if it is said that on account of the 
non-existence of a peculiar type of vdyu and tejas, cetand is 
absent from a dead body, the peculiarity in the case would be 
due to nothing else but the excellence of atman which would 
automatically mean that you admit the existence of atman. 
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*1^ JTt^nr ! n ^^»?i<nflWtaTt i 

35 ii ?«>« ii ( ? w ) 

Nanu paccakkhaviroho Qoyama ! tarn naniimanabhavao i 
Tuba paccakkhaviroho patteyam bhuyaceyam tti II 108 n (1656) 

^ ii ?<»<: n ( ) 

Nanu pratyaksavirodho Gautauia ! tad nanuiuaiia bhavat | 

Tava pratyaksavirodhah pratyekam bhutacetaneti || 108 ii (1656)] 

Trans. — 108 Certainly O Gautama! that is not an evident 
contradiction ( as you think ) on account of the existence of 
anunmna. ( On the contrary ), your assumption that cetana 
exists in each and ever\' himta constituents is an evident 
contradiction. ( 1656 ) 

=1 I 5IT Tf ^ 

3ifit i ^3cy3T^T^?rg*TT%?r 

%m %g[ I i — 

I sq — tT^qq:?r, >i;^?T5qTqTf^R^rrq- 

^r^^Tgi!R^?[rqT^, rqrqrq^q^q ^rrq: I 

g|q iTrq^rq^^: i flrr: ? q%q >3;q%q f% 

^ I qr^qjrq^^rrqf %^?qivirq^%q 

qrq%qq qi«qq “ Rr^qJ '' ?fq 

qrq^jfq^q frqq: ii ) ii 

D. a— V ayuhhuli — That *<*c<and though perceived in a 
collection of hhttkis, does not belong to the hhutn samudctya 
seems to be incongruent. For, just as it is improper to assert 
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that qualities like t'v.pa, etc. seen in a ghata, do not belong to 
the ghata, so here also, it is not proper to state that cetaria 
though apprehended in a collection of hhutas, does not belong 
to the hhuta samudaya. 

Acarya — The argument advanced by you, 0 Gautama ! 
is absolutely invalid. Just as vegetables etc. found in a 
collection of earth and water can never be considered to have 
been produced from the collection of earth and water, since 
they are produced from their seeds; in the same way, cetana 
also should never be taken to have been produced from the 
collection of hhutas though it is found in a body made hhutas 
such as prithvi etc. For, that cefand is produced from dtman 
wliich is altogetlier distiruit from the hhuta sarimdaya. Thus, 
there is no contriuliction in my argument. But the (contradiction 
lies in your assertion that veiand is produ(;ed in each and 
every individual hhuta. 

wr Hrair ii ii 

Bhuindiyovaladdhanu.sarancU) tehim bhinnarilvassa i 

Ceya pancagavakkliovaladdhapurisassa va .sarao ii 109 ii (1657) 

Bhutendriyopalubdhiinusuiaranatastebhyo bhinnarupasya | 

Cetaiiii pancagavaksopalabdha puru.sasyeva smaratah ||109ll (1657)] 

Trans . — 109 Like a man who perceives ( an object )' from 
five windows and recalls ( it ) to his mind, cetana being itself 
( the quality ) of an object different trom them ( L e., bhuias ) 
perceives ( an object ) by means of sense-organs ( in the form ) 
of bhutas and recalls ( the object ) to his mind. ( 1657.) 
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l ^^ 

iTsr mrqrirf^:— ff ^ ^ 

%«rfT^ fs:, ^«?I ’T3ff5rnfT|^7^«fR«li:Tg^T^ 

^^5RTR^*ri^T^T^ ^ # ^ff ? 31^^:^ 

5^T^€ts^«T^5srTJTR'4f^irg^lld, ^«rT ?J5?TR[!TTf«H!?tf^fT^- 

JTRsr^rtt irm^R stroi^ i ;t 

^ I ?r, ^vi\\ ^ ^^\- 

'' q^wq^iftm ii \^M ?^Hvs ) ii 

D. O . — Tne point is that cetana who remembers an object 
perceived by its sense-organs in the form of Umtm, becomes 
the quality of something which is different from those hhuten- 
driyas, just as Devadatta who remembers an object perceived 
through five windows by means of five ind.riyas, is distinct 
from those windows. So, that which is not hhinna from the 
samudaya of hhuiendriyas, can never remember an object appre- 
hended by more than one means. For, after having perceived 
an object through a number of means, if atatM were ubhinna 
from those means, tlien Devadatta who recognizes an object 
through a number of w'indows, would become tlic window itself. 

Again, in recognizing an object it is improper to say that 
mere indriyas ( sense-organs ) apprehend the olqeet and 
nothing else. For, even when the iudriya.s have ceased working 
the object perceived by them is recalled; and sometimes, in 
spite of their working, the object is not apprehended. 

ft attmr ft i 

fftqf«5R?r wf t ii n® ti 

*2 0 
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T adu varame vi sarariao tavvavare vi novalambhao I 
Indiyabhinnassa mai pancagavakkhanubhavino vva || 1 10 ii (1658) 

Taduparame’pi smaranatastadvyspsre’pi nopalambhat | 
Indriyabhinnasya niatih, pancagavakSanubhavina iva iillOll (1658) ] 

Trans. - 1 1 0. As in the case of a person perceiving ( an 
object) from five windows, cognition ( in the form of knowledge ) 
is distinct from sense-organs; because an object apprehended 
by the sense-organs is remembered even when the indriyas 
have ceased working and ( sometimes ) in spite of their working, 
the object is not perceived. ( 1658 ) 

tg: i aR^TTir^r 

ir5if4t5rT^fr-5[^?r»T^^Tfq 

5?%iT i 

af5rTfq ^Rq^iq^5q^, ^ ’qfq^^sfq 

^ ^^} *iqT%^q- 

^5^HHT5srf;if nqititq^sn ^qiqinrms?^- 

qfq^?qTr^^T%s<ft^5[^q^5^rqqN:, mi ^ i gqi, 

aiTrqT, qsgjqiVstr^qSsq^^qf^ , If ^ qsnqi- 
^sfq ^ R# ^zt, qqis^^rfriqw* 

^stiryqii^^jRgf^nsgq^TRtsq^qi^vqt ffqii U® II 
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’ D. C . — Cognition ( niati ) which constitutes the knowledge 
of ghata etc., belongs to something which is distinct from 
sense-organs. For, even if the senses are benumbed as in the 
state of deafness, blindness etc., the object perceived by the 
indriyas is remembered, while on the other side, even if the 
senses are working, the object is not recognized. 

Now, if the sense-organ itself were to apprehend an 
object, how is it that an absent-minded man is not able to 
apprehend an object even with open eyes, efficient ears and 
substances of 7-upa and sahda placed at proper places ? It 
follows, therefore, that some one, who like a person looking at 
an object like a woman from five windows, is different from 
the sense-organs, is able to apprehend it. A rule can be 
deduced from this that one who remembers an object even after 
its indriyas have ceased working is distinct froift those indriyas. 
When Devailatta recalls an object seen tlirough a number of 
windows even after the windows are closed, it is Titman^ who 
remembers the object perceived by sense-organs even when 
the sense-organs have ceased working as in the state of 
blindness, deafness etc. This proves that Turnan is different 
from indriyas. Again, that which does not recognize an object 
even if the indriyas are working, is different from the sense- 
organs like an absent-minded Devadatla looking through the 
open windows. 

Uvalabbhannena vigaragahanao tadahio dhuvani atthi i 
Puvvavaravatayanagahanavigaraipuriso vva ii 1 i I ii ( 1659 ) 

Upalabhyanyena vikaragrahanatastadadhiko dhruvamasti i 
Purvaparavatayauagrahanavikaradipurusa iva || ill || ( 1659 ) J 
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Trans.~\\\ Just as a person apprehending ( an object ) 
from an eastward window and perverting himself ( due to its 
sight ) at the opposite window, is different from those windows, 
so also, the soul who apprehends ( an object ) by means of 
one { sense-organ ) and exhibits perversion by means of another 
is decidedly different from those sense organs. ( 1659 ) 

ff^it g- f?:, 

gmggi- 

^fgi m% iss^i^qgfq frgisfggrsgig 

g 3?i^g ^ifg g gi^gf fs:, 

ggr gCTfi^igg^gr'T^gigrg^g ^I^rgigT^gf 

^i;tt% =g f^gifigr gg^T^gf fm 

g II (?W) II 

D. G . — Ji'va who apprehends an object by means of one 
liidriya and exhibits vikaras by means of another, is bhinna 
from both tlie indriyas. Just as Devadatla who looks at a 
woman from an eastward window and exhibits his perversion 
of the siglit of stanmpar'sa etc, by her hands at the other is 
really speaking different from both the windows; in the same 
way, the Soxd who observes a person eating tamarind by 
means of eyes and exhibits vikaras in the form of distilling 
salwa etc, by means of tongue, is decidedly different from both. 
Or, atman is different from indriyas because having seen an 
object by moans of eyes, a^/ncw holds it by means of hands. 


Another inference. 
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511^ ii ii (<^^o) 

Savvendiuvaladdhanusaranao fadahio’numantavvo | 

Jaha pancabhinnavinnanapurisavinnanasampanno ii 1 12 ll (1660) 

w II W II 

Sarvendriyopalabdhanusmarainatastadadhiko’numantavyah ( 

Yatha paucabhinnavijnana purusavijnanasampaimah ull2ll (1660)] 

Trans.~ \\2 Just as from five different persons having 
five different vijnanas a sixth person possessing all the five 
vijnanas is different, so also, the soul who remembers an 
object cognized by all the sense-organs should be inferred 
as being distinct from them. ( 1660 ) 

5^qi^^ qsjf^^fqfT^^^i^^qT qr^ ^q^f^fqqqif^ %Rr^ 'h 
^q^R^r qt qg: I ^Trqq^— 

q q^q^sqRTqqki^^sg^qql q fq# |g:, q^^ig- 
fqqrfq^iRTf^fqqTsri^qfqf Tq5^qq^%T^q^%qfq^TqTRf : > 

l^^gfqwi^^5^TKR^3fT^qfqirTqF5(qq2q?PT^qfqfTq^qT qrq- 
^ m^h ^Tl^r%^q^q5TI r^i i ?(r5^if^RqifqirT?rpqq- 
^qRf^qMTiq^jf^qqw^sRsiqi^qi^ fq^^sq 
%g I ^®Tg^qTfqfq%qoiTg , ^"^^TqT^r^qRRqqqiq,, qjT* 
f^^RRorqqtq^^q^RorqrqqiqT-fr^qs^fq q^iqig, 3:qqn:q^|qr- 
5'=fT^*'^^qT^^tqj I r%^, qfqq'fgq^qqTq^rqq^, q 
«qq«%^?^qq pq^q^qi^q^; =q— 
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3r^f?5[^T'»rT»T«i^^f 5Er5eRjrraT?r^ ii?ii ii w 

D. C. — Since jiva remembers an object perceived by all 
the sense-organs, jiva should be distinguished from indriyas. 
From five different persons possessing five different vijndnas 
such as sparm^ rasa etc, according to their will, a sixth puru^a 
having all the five vijna/tias together is distinguished. In the 
same way, the Soul that possesses the cognizance of all the 
five sense-organs, should bo distinguished from each of the 
five sense-organs. In short, one who is the only anusmar^H 
of the objects cognized, is distinguished from those by means 
of which the objects are perceived. 

An objection may be raised at this point that like five 
different piww.wn? having five different vijudnas such as sabda^ 
rasa, etc, the five imiriyas should also possess the power of 
cognizance. For, if they have no cognizance, the argument 
stated above would be a-siddha. But the contention is not 
valid. For, there would be no difficulty in this case by reason 
of the adjective “ icchdvasdt. ” Indriyas are not supposed to 
have any sort of desire. Or, by way of the co-operative cause 
the reason of perception lies in indriyas and hence there is 
no harm, if indriyas were metaphorically believed to be jndna 
itself. Or, say, this illustration is nothing but a means to 
an end. Consequently, for the recognition of objects which 
are atindriya ( beyond perception ) dganut and yukli are the 
only resorts. For it is said, 

Agamasco’ pa'pattisca sampurnam dri!stikdra7iam ; 

A ti ndriydnamarthdndm sadhimva pratipattaye. 

A few more inferences are laid down in support of the 
distinction of Soul, 

i 

snssnwigt n ^ ii ii 
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Vinhanantarapuvvam balannanamiha nanabhavao I 

Jaha balananapuvvam juvananam tarn ca dehahiam ill I3ll (1661) 

[ I 

W II II ( ) 

Vijnanantarapurvam balajnanamiha jnanabhavat | 
Yathabalajnanapurvam yuvajnanam tacca dehadhikaiu |J113ii (1661)] 

Trans . — 113 Just as cognizance in youth is similar to 
cognizance in childhood, the latter is similar to oilier cognizances 
because of its l:)eing cognizance. And that ( cognizance ) is 
distinguished from deha. ( 1661 ) 

qr^iqf rq, iq^j^^rqrJtsqtfrq- 

^irrq^T^orrqiq;, q^q q fq^rq^q goir^ gfqqqTRiqqjq^irr' 

qqqr^, q^sft^sqfqRqjqrRTq ^q^i^qrq:, q 5 I 

%R?qTKfq qwq^^^^qTqfq^ %q i q, fq^q^q q# 

f qrqig[ I qqfq q fq^r^ q#^^ qiqijq I3:, qqrsfq?^ qq?Rq;: 

^iTsqrqTci;^ ^q^iisqqq; 1 «^qfqfifq qR%rqq?qfqfrq»iqq»- 
fqfq^^: q g qrqFqfq^rqq?qfqfiq#^f^rlr q^^ftfq, 

^q fqfRRifqm qfq^iTq^'^^: ^qrq;, qqrsfqrq: ^ir^q- 

RTfqtqrfq II ) II 

D. C . — Here the hnlajnana is similar to other vijnanas 
on account of its vijrucnatva. Just as yuvajrmna resembles 
Ualajnana, the vijnana to which the bala jnTma resembles is 
distinguished from deha because it continues to be the cause 
of vijnana even after it has left the former body. Now, since 
vijnana is a quality, it eatinot remain without a <junin viz, 
at, man', conse(juently, we recognize (Umau to be distinct from 
body and not the body itself. 
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‘‘ Vayvhhuti — The hetu vijnanatvOft ” stated by you becomes 
nothing but a portion of the proposition to be proved in 
that case. 

Acarya — It is not so. The particular is pointed out in 
this case ; and when particular is emphasized, the lietu stated 
there-in is common e. g.^ the varnatmaka sabda is aniPya 
because of its hahdatva as in the case of a meghakabda. 
Similarly, in the proposition that bTUavijndna is similar to other 
mjnanas, only a particular case of vijnana is emphasized and 
vijnana in general is not emphasized, consequently this does 
not form a part of the proposition as it forms in the case of 
“ cmityah sahdah sahdatxutt. ’’ 

^ imaii 

F^adhamo thanahilaso annaharahilasapuvvo’yam | 

Jaha sampayahilaso’nubhuio so ya dehahio || 114 ii ( 1662 ) j 

[ sr«?iT: i 

w ^ ^ II II 

Prathamah stantibhilusohiyaharabhilasapurvo’yam i 

Yatha saiupratabhilaso’nubhutitah sa ca dehadhikah I1114II (1662) ] 

Trans. — 114 The first desire ( of the child ) to suck the 
breasts ( of mother ) is like the desire in the present case just 
similar to other desires for food on account of ( the same ) 
experience. And that desire is distinct from body. ( 1662) 

! arm? 
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^ i 30^ ^ 

^ ft ^Tt^Tfwrft 1 srf^RT^T'rft- 

m^, % ft ^ 

5T S5jfl%^'*r ^^^Tm55Tqts;q^^;rrf*T5yr^’i5«J 

|ft n?4 ^ ^^rm?yiTOsft iTt«jrf^rq- 

^^rft mm?^5fis;^Tf?Tg;Ni5^»?^ftT% ll Uv 11 

D. C . — The first desire of the child to suck the breasts 
of the mother is just similar to the other ahliiLasas on account 
of its being an ahhil7m:i. Now, the desire to whicli the cliild’s 
sUmahhiLcisa resembles is distinct from body, because it continues 
to be the cause of this abhitam even after it has left the 
body. Ahhilasa is the quality of knowledge w'hich cannot exist 
without a support, which is nothing but the soul, independent 
of deha. 

VTiyxihhiiti : — The hetu stated in the above-named anumana 
involves the fault of uncertainty as all abhilFims are tjot the 
same. e. g,, an ahhilasa for r/ioksa does m^t resemble another 
ahhilasa for nioksa. So, why not to believe the same in the 
case of this ahhilasa also '( 

The Acm'ga : — You have not understood the point, 
O Gautama ! The point is tliat we have coin{)arod the desire for 
breasts only with other desires in general. We have n(»t stated 
in particular that the desire for breasts is just similar to other 
desires for breasts. Similarly, in the case of mok'Tlhhilasa also, 
the moksahhilasa should not be coutparod with other mokmhhiUisas 
but only with other ahhilasas in general. (1662) 

Another inference, 
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^55t% ^ ^ f% iitmi 0^^^) 

Balasariram dehantarapuvvam indiyaimattao i 

Juvadeho baladiva sa jassa deho sa dehi tti || 115ii ( 166.3 ) 

^ *r ii ii ( ) 

Bfdasftriram dehantarapurvamindri3'adimattviit i 

Yiivadcho baladiva sa yasya dehah sa dehiti II 115 || ( 1663 )] 

Trans. - \\ 5 As the body in youth resembles the body in 
infancy, the body in infancy is just similar to other bodies because 
it possesses the sense oroans. One to whom that body be- 
longs is the owner of body (and not the body itself). ( 1663 ). 

, If 

fsq;, mr 

D. O. — Just as a body in j’outh resembles a body in 
infancy, the body in infancy is just similar to other bodies 
because of its possessing the imiriyas. Now, the body to 
whieli this halamrira resembles is distinct from the latter, for 
this body rises up even if the former body has perished. 
Again, that to wliom this body belongs is nothing but Soul, 
who travels from life to life, and who, being not the body itself, 
is distinct from this body. 

Another inference, 

Iff n i , 

s^wfimr ?r 1% im^ii 
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Annasuha-dukkhapuvvain suhai balassa sampaisuham va i 
Anubhuimayattanao anubhuimao ya jivo 111 it 116 ll ( 1664 ) 

Anyasukha-duhkhapfirvam sukhadi balasya sanipratasiikhamiva \ 
Anubhutimayatvato’nubhutimayasca jiva iti || 116 li ( 1664 ) ] 

Trans.— I \ 6 Happiness in the stale of childhood like 
the present-day happiness resembles happiness, misery etc., 
in other states. And the Soul is possessed of the faculty of 
perception because of its being capable of perceptivity. ( 1664 ). 

( ) II 

D. C .- — Happiness in the state of childhood resembles the 
present-day happiness, because of its annJihulAnutyfxtva. Now, 
the happiness to which this hrdasukJm resejnhles is distinct 
from body, because it continues to be tlic cause of happiness 
even if a former body has perished. Moreover, sukha is a gun<t 
which cannot exist without the support of r/iinin which, too, is 
distinct from body. This proves that the Soul is possessed of 
anuhhuti of happiness. According to the same argument, we 
can prove that atrmm possesses the (xnvhliuti of <lnhkha^ 
raga, dvcsa, hhaya, soka, etc. Now, the anumdxias that have 
already been laid down to establish the existence of jh>a and 
kctrnicin are re— stated here in order to refresh the memory. 


Vide verse 1639, 
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Santano’nai u paropparam heu-heubhavao i 

Dehassa ya kammassa ya Qoyama ! biyam-kuranam va ill 17ii( 1665) 

^ I II ? ?v9 II ( ) 

Saiitrmo’nadistu parasparam hetu-hetubhilvat | 

Dehasya ca kanuanaSca Gautama! bija’iikurayorivaiill7ll (1665)] 

Trans . — 117 And O Gautama! as Karman and body 
are naturally related as the causes of each other like seed 
and sprout, the continuous range of Karman will have no 
beginning. ( 1665 ). 

If the reUition of Karman with body is eternal, how can 
the existence of jlva be established V 

at ^or-^vnaisTr i 

<n%a5i a^svjffsi f55i^ a ti nc ii 

ufldaftai ’Jf Raami^ait i 

3?^i»t "a f55i55r t II II 

atfn alsRioiak ^ i 

a ii ii Ow) 

^ a 1% a af flan i 

garfaaaiait a ai ^tdt ii ii (H's®) 

To kamma-sariranam kattaram karana-kajjabha^.^ao 1 
Padivajja tadabbhahiam danda-ghadanam kulalam va ill 18|| (1666) 
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wu^w (? 

Tatah karma-^arirayoh kartarani karana-karyabhavat i 
Pratipadyasva taclabhyadhikam danda-ghatayob kulalauiivaiillSn] 

Trans. — 1 18 So, like a potter (to be distinct ) from danda 
and ghaia, know the creator of Karman and sarira to be 
distinct from both on account of the existence of cause and 
effect. ( 1 666 ) 

119. ( 1667 ) Vide verse 1567. 

120. ( 1668 ) Vide verse 1568. 

121. ( 3669 ) Vide verse 1569. 

122. ( 1670 ) Vide verse 1570. 

Since all objects are kgamka according to Buddhistic theory, 
an opponent may argue here that jxva vanishes with body and 
hence it is no use trying to prove that Soul is different from 
body. The AcTirya refutes this argument as follows : — 

3nf ^ f i 

sff m RTi iHuw II II ( ) 

Jaissaro na vigao saranao balajaisarano vva | 

Jaha va sadesavattam naro saranto videsammi iil23ii (1671) 

w 5rr mi II II ( ) 

Jatismaro na vigatah smaranad bala jati smarana iva i 
Yatha va svade.4avritam narah smaran vide^o || 123 ii (1671)] 

Trans. — 1 23 Like a person recollecting ( his ) childhood ( in 
old age ) or recollecting in a foreign country the incident, 
(that happened) in his own country, the Soul wdio recollects 
the former existence does not perish by virtue of ( its power 
of ) recollection. ( 1671 ) 
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^«i?r JT^fr I ‘ 1% * I ^«n 

1^ ^T^5rn%q^qt 15 21% I ^^[ 5T, 

f% R^%sf^ ^ I 

155^ 5^l%— ^:, 55T 
5H^T5iT3^T^5«ll5T5pJ(d 15F2r'7^«IT5f I ^^3 

5r?5R;g^^^q^^: l 5 ^ tIi5W3^' 

fq^e^qr^, ^imsr^r^ 1 ^ 

^i;qrg^5?^sg^HTfq, q5q^T3^5^<ir5r^TfTft% 11 

i IW ) II 

D. C. — Here, the proposition is that the Soul that 
remembers former existence , cannot vanish even after the 
disappearance of the former body by virtue ot its sniarancihakti. 
Just as an old person who remembers his state of childhood 
does not himself perish even if childhood has vanished, or 
just as a person who recollects in a foreign country the 
incidents that happened in his own country, does not himself 
perish even if the incidents are no more existing, so also, the 
Soul that remembers former existence does not vanish even if 
the body of former existence has already vanished. In short, 
one who recollects incidents that happened in former time and 
place is vidyaniTina ( existing ) like Dcvadatta who is able to 
recollect his experiences of childhood in old age. But, if he be 
only the anusmcirtd nothing can be recollected in the next life 
as he himself is not alive in that existence. 

Again, it is not correct to say that all experiences of former 
moments are recollected in the later moments, us former 
moments are absolutely separate from the later moments and 
they disappear as soon as their relations with the later 
ones disappear. 



Vftda ] Ga^adhamvAda •: 167 .• 

Lastly, one can never remember the experience of another. 
If it were so, Yajmidatta would be able to remember the 
experience of Devadatta, 

ftniimecn'Jii ii ii 

Aha mannasi khanio vi hu sumarai vinnanasantaigunao | 
Tahavi sasiradanno siddho vinnanasantano ii 1 24 u ( 1672 ) 

[ 3r«i ^ rlif i 

r%:^ II II ( ) 

Atha manyase ksaniko’pi khahi smarati vijnfiiiasantatiguiiat | 
Tathapi sariradauyah siddho vijiianassinlatiah II 124 II ( 1 72 ) j 

Trans . — 124 Again if you believe llial (the soul) though 
transitory, remembers (the former existence) by virtue of its 
having a continuous range of knowledge, the continuous range 
of knowledge in that case also, has been proved to be distinct 
from body. ( 1672 ) 

STTRI «T'T?ftR I 

D.'O . — Vdyubhnti : — Lvon though the Soul is ksanika, it 
is able to remember the incidents of former life because of 
the continuous range of the moments of vijhami. 

The AcTirya : — Even in that case, the continuous range of 
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knowledge extends to the former life and hence its existence 
is also established in the former life. Thus, vijnanasaniana 
is proved to be distinct from all bodies. Consequently, the 
Soul that contains this vijriatiasanlarta would also be distin- 
guished from body. 

In this way, indestructibility of Soul is apprehended to 
the exj)eotation of another life. And the same could be 
established in connection with this life also, 

^ utf wr arf iiUHii 

Na ya savvaheva klianiyam nanam puvv'ovaladdhasaranao | 
Khanio na sarai bhiiyam jaha jaminanantaravinattho iil25ll (1673) 

Na ca sarvathaiva ksanikam jnanaiu purvopalabdhasmaranat i 
Ksaniko na smarati bhutam yatha janmariantaravinastoh || (1673)] 

7mA/s.— 125 Or (ca), knowledge is not absolutely in- 
durable ( ksanika ) by ( virtue of the power of ) recollecting 
an object apprehended in the past. ( For ), one that is ksanika 
is, like an object perished after its very birth, not able to 
remember the past. ( 1673 ) 

** ** m ir?jrr^?R- 

fi^^, 3r?r: ^TOr^iRsr^rif ^ ii 

\ V \ ( ) 11 
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D. C. — Jimna should never be said to be entirely ksanikti. 
It may be ksanika to a certain extent. If knowledge were 
taken to be absolutely transient, there would be no recognition 
in old age of objects perceived in childhood, as in the case of 
one who is perished after its birth. Ultimately smarana will 
not exist at all even if jiiana were taken to be ksanika in 
every way. 

And there is another difficulty also. 

ftnonof i 


Jassegamegabandhanameoantcna khaniyam ya vinnanam i 
Savvakhaniyavinnanam lassajuttani kadacklavi ii 156 ii (1674) 

II II ( ) 

Yasyaikamekabandhanamekantena ksanikam ea vijnanam I 
Sarvaksanikavijnanam tasyaynktam kadacida[)i II 126 || (1674)] 


Trans, \2(i It is never reasonable to accept vijnana (of 
an object ) as vijruuia having all-pervading ksanikata, as it is 
one independant vijnana exclusively connecled with one 
moment ( 1674 ). 


R’irt 
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^?r^qrT?r»if^»prrorr?Tf^ fr^T^rr arirm ^ 

fT^r ^i?^«T’T^rq^f^^^iTT%r?r^ 1 =t =^T%^T4?nf' 
r5TT?rt 1 

to, ^ gto^r- 

?r^Tftg 53r^?«TH?5? ffr ** 

^iTt^isrrfft^qi =q ^ 1 m* ^ 

fr^Tf— I^q^q- ?!?foiq %ft =q 5?to 5^11- 

«q^qq ftf r^, ^ ^qq^gir^^^fqqj^TqR* 

fR ? I qqr^ iTTqqesqq; I g«qrqTq3^q 

gftiqqRqRqRqq q qqqT% I mi m«: 

STR^ft II (?^V9‘d) II 

D. O. — Accordiiii; to the theory that there is one and 
only one eontinuous range of viji'iJma to all living beings, the 
Bauddhas believe that vijhTina is cka ( one ) and amhdyu 
( independent ) and henee it can never recognize all objects, 
as all objects would become kmnika according to that theory. 
Saugctkis ( Bauddhas ) however try to establish sarvakmiiikatd- 
vijhana by the help of stateiuents such as “ all that exists is 
kmnika ” and “ all samskTtras, are kmnika ” etc. Now, jiiana 
having all-pervading kmnikald is not possible at all. For, if 
t)ne were able to produce suchy/iTina in presence of all objects 
in the Universe, then only it could be apprehended that all 
these objects are kmnika. But jiiana could never be produced 
by means of all those objects in that manner. For, how could 
kmnikaUi extended to all objects be recognized when jh'ana 
resorts to one and only one alamhana ? In such cases, if all 
jiidnas of all objects were taken to have been produced at the 
same time, and if atman were accepted as the armsma7'id of 
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all guch jhanas, then and then only it would be possible to 
recognize the transitoriness of all objects. But simultaneous 
production of pinna as regards all objects is never possible 
and hence the apprehension of sarvakmniktmnjiinna is 
also impossible. 

Again, if vijiiana of an object were not to vanish so(m 
after its birth, one might get an opporttinity to apprehend 
sarvakmnikaia. For, in that ease, vijiiana being contained 
within indestructibility, one could naturally remark at the 
destruction of all other objects that every thing except us 
and those of our class is kmuika. ” But that is not possible. 
For, according to Buddhistic theory, knowledge being exclusively 
ksaniha, cannot last for a long time and hence it is not 
possible to apprehend ksanikata in case of all objects. Auth- 
entic knowledge should therefore bo considered as a-ksanika. 
This being a guua, it Ciin never exist without a suitable resort 
viz., atman, which leads automatically to prove that soul is 
distinct from body. 

m ^ ^ h ft? ^ i 

im^ii (U'sH) 

Jam savisayaniyayam dya jamnianantarahayam ca tam kiha nu i 
Nahiti subahuyavinnanavisayakhayabhahgayaini V ii 127 ii (1675) 

Yad svavisayaniyatameva janraantarahatain ca tat katham nu t 
Jriasyati subahukavijhanavisayaksayabhahgakiidini ? 1|127|I (1675) ] 

T tans, - Ml How could that ( knowledge ) which is 
restricted to its own self and scope and which vanishes soon 
after .its birth understand qualities such as indurability etc., 
pertaining to the scope of vijmnal ( 1675). 
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D. C. — Pramatri jmma (authentic knowledge) is restricted 
to its own self and scope. It is destroyed immediately after 
its own production. So, it could never understand a number 
of attributes e. g. transitoriness, subjectivity, and sense of 
happiness, misery etc., related to the visaya (subject) of vijnana. 

51 w 3rf «T jtI i 

w ft sr 5i3ft5<3»TrDT ^ (t^vs^) 

(jinhijja savvabharigam jai ya ma? savisayanumanao | 

Tam pi na jao’numanam juttam sattaisiddhio ii 128 li ( 1676 ) 

5T ^^S3?TR I! II ( ) 

Grihni^'at survabhangam yadi ca matih svavisayrmumanat i 
Tadapi na yato’numanam yuktam sattadisiddhau ii 128 || ( 1676 )] 

Trans. - \2S Again, it is not even proper to believe that 
vijmna apprehends indurability of all ( objects ) by means of 
amttnana from its own self and scope. Because, anumana is 
proper only with regard to the establishment of existence 
etc. ( 1 676 ). 

^ sRT^ RfR i f ?r; ? 

^R^tr, RqqqfTRRf^^sfq fqqqr: ^ ^ 
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1 ?Tf| 

f%WT3I^| ^ ff ^\^ ?55«[T^«5n^l|^ ^^^Rt^TT- 

^TRq-R, ** ^^i 

5r ^ iTR^^i; 

^if^f ?rfl:<r^R m ^ %^t«»tt Hf^^^irR5i?rq[- 

^T vr^rr'Ir 1 T^ ^ 

«rfi|or irgri5i%tJ ^ i 

^m^T5m5rr^5rF?Tf?irRr^^r^Tfq 
— ^«iTsfiTffiT ^«iT?^T?^fq f T^if^ ^iR, q«n ^ 
f^, <3C^H?^sfq f f^iTR m\ 

ifT^ f ^Tf qf^JT, ^^^jrrRRirft 

3r;?T»TRirT^ 5 fjtRTR^^^ I T%3f, 

I 

fk ^qq q^l^ 

fqq?^^, qqr q^q ^qrqqq^f^^qiqfqqR:, 

q %q5[fR, f iq^q iqqq^q q R^R^^q qqfqtqT qqrq^T^q 
^qqTJjT^iqqqi^ I q q ^q#^qqR^q qi ^f&T^qr jjirq ?fq qlq- 
lf^«q^, si^qRqjqr^q qRRq^^^qqqTKfq II II 

I^‘ O . — An o[)ponent may advance tlie I’ollowing objection 
in this case — 

Pramatrivij liana thongh ksanika and resorting to only 

one alg,mbana is able to recognize ksawkata of its own self as 
well as sphere. ITor, just as the knowledge that we are ksanika 
as our visetya is ksanika is common in other cases also, all 

other objects- and their s[)heres shoidd also be considered 
as ksanika. 
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The argument stated above is not correct. Svcwiaaya- 
numana can be applied only in case of establishing the existence 
etc. of other vijhanas and visayas and not otherwise. Just 
as in case of s'ahda etc., which are not accepted as existent, 
one could not establish properties like anityata by reason of 
their mere constructive utility; so, in this case also, properties 
like ksanikata could not be proved to exist in objects which 
are not known at all. 

Moreover, vijiidna which is said to be ksanika and ekalam- 
bwia, is not able to understand whether there are other jhanas 
and visayas, and whether those jnanas :and visayas possess 
the property of producing jnana of its own self and sphere. 
So, if such jhana could not be produced and if the objects in 
which ksanikata is to be established are not known, how could 
ksanikata be proved to exist at all ? 

At this point, the opponent may argue that existence 
etc. of other vijmmas could be established by the help of sva 
visaycmnmana. One would say in this case that “ Just as I 
exist and my visaya exists, other jmmas and their visayas also 
exist, and just as I and my visaya are ksanika, other jndnas 
and their visayas are also ksanika. ” Thus, existence as well 
as ksanikata of all the objects could easily be established. 

The above objection is entirely fallacious. Juana which 
apprehends sarvakmnikaia, is not able to recognize even 
its owm sejf after its production on account of its bein<^ 
kxanika—\x% good as dead. Thus, when it is not able to 
recognise its own self how can it perceive that there are other 
jnanas and their visayas also ? Such indurable jmxna does not 
recognize ksanikata of its own visaya, because, according to them 
that jiiana and visaya vanish within equally short tibie. If 
that j'/idna ascertains the ksanikata of its own visaya from 
its disappearance within a short time before the jhana itself 
dies away, then and then only would the kmnikata of its 
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visaya be recognized by it. But this argument is not accepted 
by Bavddhas. They believe thaty/iaart and its visaya disappear 
at the same time after being produced for a moment. 

Moreover, according to Saugatas, ksanikatd is recognized 
neither by means of self-perception nor by the help of percep- 
tion by sense-organs, but by means of aaumdtia only. 

?r ^ 

Janejja vasana u sa vi hu vasitta-vasaniljanam i 

Jutta samccca donliam na u jammanantarahayassa lll29n ( 1677) 

i^T 3:^# g II ‘Ml ( ) 

Jantyat vasana tn sapi klialu vasi-vasaniyayoh i 

Yukta sametya dvayorna tu janmanantarahatasya || 129|| (1677) ] 

Trans. — 129 Again, the opponent might argue that desire 
could understand sarvaksamkaia\ but that also is in tact 
proper ( only ) because it is related to both -one that desires 
and the desired ( object ), and not in case of that which vanishes 
soon after ( its birth ). ( 1677 ). 

^ I *nR ^RJfF ^I*T?K 

I ^R^m^TRSF^rt J I F%2f , 

^Ffq ^F^^T ?jF%^F, 3F^R^F WF ? I m rFjJiFrg 

? 1 3r?jfq^r^ g ir^FiFRi'^f^ ii W( ) n 

D. (7.— Here, again the opponents may argue that the 
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earlier moments of apprehension create such a desire during 
the later moments of apprehension, that by means of that 
desire even a ks<.mihi vijnana having only one support is ^able 
to apprehend other jhanas and their visayas having existence, 
transitoriness etc. as their qualities. Consequently, there is 
no harm in believing that all objects are ksanika. 

But even that is not correct. For vasana in the above 
case, could be applied only when it is related to vasaka and 
vasaniya; and hence, it could not be applied to the knowledge 
that vanishes immediately after its birth. Again, in accepting 
the itvusthami ( retention ) of vasya and vctsaka connected 
together, ksanikata itself would not exist. And is that vasana 
ksanika or a ksanika '{ If it were kmnika, it would not be 
able to apprehend saroakmnikata; and if it were a-ksarpka 
the very proposition that everything is ksitnika would be violated. 

So, the theory of Bauddhas that everything is ksanika 
does not fit in, in any way. 

Thus, having refuted the opponeiit’s view, the Aedrya 
now illustrates his own. 

^ in^oii (t^vsc) 

^ 

I 

Bahuvinnanappabliavo jugavanianeoatthaya’liavegassa i 
Vinnanavattha va paduccavitlivighao va || 130 ii ( 1678 ) 

Vinnanaklianavinase dost! iccadayo pasajjanti i 

Na u Uiiyasamblitiyaccuyavinnanamayammi jivanimi ||131|| (1679) 
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Tassa vicittavaranakhaovasamajaim cittaruvaim i 
Khaniyani ya kalantaravittinl ya maivihanaim || 132 ii ( 1680 ) 

m ii ii ( ) 

sr^sr^^ i 

51 g II II ( 

^ ^ llf^ffTOTR II II 

Babuvijnanaprabhavo yugapadanekurthata’thavaikasya i 
Vijnan&vastha. va pratityavrittivighato va II 130 || ( 1678 ) 

Vijiiaiiaksanavititise doSa ityadayah prasujunti i 

Na tu sthitMSuiubhutac'yutavijiianaiimyo jive || 131 || ( 1679 ) 

Tasya vieitravaranaksayopasaiuajaiii citrarupaiii i 
Ksanikani ca krilantaravrittitii ca matividhanani || 132 ii (1680)1 

7>a//s. - 130- 131-132 If vijnana were taken to be ksatta 
viriasi a number of faults such iis production of many vijndnas, 
yielding more than one meaning at a time, or, one yielding 
more than one meaning at a time, retention ( avastha ) of 
vijimtitty violation of the law of cause and effect etc. would 
arise. 'I'his would not happen only in case of jlva, having 
vijnana which is sthita ( settled ) sambhUta ( born ) and cyuta 
(dropped) being accepted. (For), it manifests various (types of) 
intellectual forms that are born of various types of diminutions 
and relaxations and that are ksanika as well as permanent. 

( 1678-1679-1680 ). 

I k 55 ?^ I 
I w^#fT5rfTf^5TT 
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srf^srr ^ 

^ ‘^f^RTciTT^: ^frrwfj” 

3r«r^T, sj%% 3*T'T^%^T4?rT-^’fm- 

?n??rq^(^!irf^drs¥ 2 qii;gs?rT, ^ 

^TT I ** ^ilTTorr^siT ^T 3r^^«IT- 

r%^i5i^^T^5E«rT %r5rT^^«rrs^P2<m?g5qT ^nira i 
^w%-ffirR^^5r5’T^5<TTJiJits?r^«FH^q^, ^rm- 

1 =^T5P5qtT^ f^f rFjT5rf^te3Err^^^'3’?»T^ i 
3T%^^ srfRfRR^T^rn?^ ml 5r^^Tir%f|qm: 

sri^m I s^^^ 1?^^— ^ntrr 11%: qf r%^qT%- 

Rm qiqd;> ^ ^TqTq^qrqf ^qf%q':q?%r%, ^^- 

q^^iqq^q^ i m^iqq^qqr^sqlrq^iRq'Tl^qq^qsqqfT^'s^!^- 
qqf: I qq ft s^crfRqiftr: ^qi^ qsrqVqm^q^qiftlTRi^Fq^q- 
^ftfiq^^’q qftirTHTq^qq'V 3rTrqTs^=pqi:q% i qqr^^qq^ ^ qft 
q^rqiTq^: 5 qqfqqTq: ’^qiftft i qg qft ft^tq^q ??«qfqqi 5 r 
^qi: qqq^q, qft qjiqi qtqi q qqffq t^tqif— *‘q q ftq^qift^^ 
q rq^qq^gqqq 5 ft%s¥ 5 qqi:qqTqq^ |tqi: qqsTFq l 5 ft%^ 
ftqqqg;q=sgqTq|[Tqq^ — q;qf%^ ses^j^qq^nftqqq^, q;qf%^qR' 
qq^^q qgqg , ^qf^r^q: ’i^qqftq ^ 5 % ftqg q^ ft^iq mqq 
Irqq: I mqRiqqtrqrq-sqq-qlsqgqj ??r(^^Fqq??qT^qq^q3[^iq- 
qqqRqrq qq^q5i(^fi^f%5q qftqq’^^m 11 ( ^^vsd- 

\%^%)\\ 

^tqJT-q|qftfR^q ftqtqrft qfqi^^^qrftr q^q qqtq>- 
^pq^qr^q: qqq?^ 1 qiq*g;qTfq ? qftmqT- 

q^qq^q^rq^q^ qiqifq, qq qq ^qqjrRrgqqqtq^jqqfq^qj^ 
ft^q^quq i qqr^ qqk^qqqr qmqqft, ?Rq^qqqT g fttqmig 
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R^^qrf^ 3[55^Tf^ I R 

%f^i[RT5R:«iI^=^T^?r 5[5«^f^T% II ) II 

D. C. — If jnana were taken to be ksanika a.s stated before, 
a number of dosas would gfet in, in the following manner: — 

1. In order that all the objects that pervade the three 
worlds, should be recognized, a ksanikaia-vddin ought to admit 
that all sorts of j'uanas are produced at the same time and 
the Soul that remeiuebers the objects in which those jhancis 
are produced should be taken to stay on permanently. Other- 
wise, statements such as “ Whatever exists is all ksanika 

“ All hhdvcts are ksanika ” etc. that established sarvaksmakata 
would be futile. 

Moreover, when more than one jnana are accepted, the 
original theory of ekavijh'inasantati has also been violated, 

2. Again, ksanavijmma were accepted, another fault 
would also crop up. In this case, one and the same vijndna 
would be able to recognize all the objects that exist in all the 
the worlds. But this could never happen, nor be believed. 

3. In order to recognize a number of objects, vijiiana 
must be taken to last for a long time. As a result of this, 
vijndna would be able to recognize the kmmkatTi of all as 
they are ksanika also. But believing so, the Soul which is 
known as nothing but vijriana would have to be accepted, 
and it would go against the original proposition. 

4. Again, if the production of many vijminas were not 
accepted, there would be violation of pratityavrUi. When kliraiia 
is not anyhow apprehended in the state of kc(,rya, Bawldhas 
call it the violation of pratityavrtti. As the production of a 
kdrya depends upon a kdrana this would gives rise to dosa. 
If Baudhaa were to accept this, processes such as that of 



•: 180 


Jinabhadra Ga^ii’s 


[The third 


remembering the past incident etc. would be abolished. Again, 
if the soul which is the abode of knowledge such as a number 
of past allusions etc. were believed to have been related to 
the parinama in the form of vijnana, then also the law of 
prcuityavritti would be violated. For, believing so the Soul 
is taken as related to the parinama. 

Thus, in case vijnana is accepted as ksanika, all the above 
mentioned faults would arise. But if the Soul possessing 
vijnana which is produced anyhow in the form of substance 
or in any other new equivalent form and which has already 
ceased to exist as vijnana^ the faults ennumerated above would 
never arise. This proves that atman that has utility, stability 
and productivity for the sake of all vyavahara is undoubtedly 
distinct from body. For, such an "atman possesses various 
matijhanahhedas produced from various types of diminutions 
and relaxations of the matijnana itself. These hJiedas are 
ksanika on account of their wavering nature, and they are 
everlasting on account of their substantiality. 

Again, by means of implication, the soul manifests various 
types of jnana e. g, sruta ( ascertained by intellect ); avadhi 
( applied by intellect ) and manahjxtryhya (mental perception) 
etc. are respectively produced from the knowledge ascertained, 
applied and perceived by mind. 130-131-132 (1678-1679-1680) 

The Ivevala jituna or Absolute knowledge is attained only 
when all its interruptions are warded off. 

II II ( ) 

Nicco santano sim savvavaranaparisamkhae jam ca I 
Kevalamudiyam kevalabhavenanantamavigappam ii 133 ii ( 1681 ) 



Vfida ] Ganadharav&da •: 181 :• 

Nityah sant&na esaui sarvavarana parisamksaye yaooa i 
Kevalamuditam kevalabbavenanantainavikalpam ii 133 ii (1581)] 

7>a/zs.— 133 They ( matijnanadi vidhanas ) have a perpet- 
ual continuance ( niiya santana )-in the form of sanidnyajndna- 
which being free from all interruptions is said to be amnia 
( endless ) and avikalpa ( illusionless ). Kevala (Absolute) exists 
by ( virtue of ) its Kevalabhava ( Absoluteness) ( 1681 ). 

I 

II n\ ( ) II 

D. C . — The avucsitajiiZma or mnuinyajna'na of an object 
is the only everlasting offspring of its various expedients like 
cognizance of memory etc. But the Absolute cognizance which 
is said to be ananta and uvikalpa by revered preceptors is 
attained only when it is free from all Tivararats. Thus Kevala- 
Jtiana is uvikalpa ( i. e. positive and illusionless ) because it is 
ananta ( endless ) because it lasts for ever and concerns the 
infinite object ( anantartha ). 1681. 

Here again VayubhTdi raises a <loubt and the Ttrthankara 
removes it; — 

^ fit ^ I 

, ’it^! 

So jai dehadanno to pavisanto va nissaranto va i 

Kisa na disai, Ooyama ! duviha’nuvaladdhi u sa ya ii 134 ii (1682) 

[ ^ qi qi i 

Sa yadi dehadanyastatah praviSan va nihsaran va | 

Kasmad nadfsyate Gautama 1 dvividha’nupalabdhistu sa eaiil34||(1682) 
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giw-sgrRiotsit ii ii 

Asao kharasangassa va sao vi duraibhavao’ bhihiya | 
Suhuma’muttattanao kammanugayassa jivassa H 155 ii ( 1683 ) 

[ sr^erar: i 

il ii ( ) 

Asatah kharasrhgasyeva sato’pi duradibhavato’bhihita | 
Suksinfi’iiifirtatvatah kaniianugatsya jivasya ii 135 || ( 1683 ) ] 

Trans. — 134-135 if the Soul is different from body, how 
is it that it is not perceived while entering ( the body ) or 
issuing forth ( from it ) ? 

But again, O Gautama ! non-perception ( amipalabdhi ) 

is of two types:- I. Non-perception of a non-existent object 

like a kharasrhffa and 2. Non-perception of an existent object 
by reason of its distance etc. Non -percept ion of the Soul 
which is karmanugata is due to its exquisite formlessness 
( sTiksmanmrtatva ) ( 1682 1683 ), 

fkmvi ? i 

^ I 5^: ?iTS3q^f5«r?liq«rr? ^ii 'qrgq^y- 

¥iq%, q^T I fg-tftqr g ^^scqq^q I 

qiqRqr^, qfqqT5=sTici;, ar^qq^q?^, srrq^iorT^, srfqqqr^., ^rqr- 
?qT^, si^qqt^TTq;, ^i^qiqT^, fq^:, fqq^^, 

fqqni^, SfT^qiq;, ^^fqqqjq!^, tEqqiqfqq^qft^ I 

qqT^^^qjqf^ ^q|':qqf qqr ^q ^qqt-qqm^i I 
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*RrnTf^ ^>5?*r?rT?iT4^'TTorT^i 

3rf«?5fr^r^ 5r?5?rg;^3rf^ f?# ^r?rF?iTg[i’T55:%?r^^rfq 

HTTT^: ^lTR3rT^?TJTm^^«T%?r^^T!Ir^f^irRnj; ^S«q37- 

I srs’T^^rr^ tNm'T^Mr^l srgqT^r^ 

*itirft«^Tf^T’!T:'TnorRr%irT^: i fk^^h 

f^t I ^rfmfq 'jftqTft^’^qr^Tq; i rq^gjiT^ ?Tl^rs?vfT^^^ 

qmfqrftfqqjT^rf qfjj:iqfq^5^?q ^r^Ttst^rgir^^isr: i 3rr%qrT^ 
^^?rJiTKr1pqT5?TrqT^i^5|^T^5rTwgq^^>2r: i 
q^Tfj^ ^^snq5«T^f^vr: i ^T?yfqq^qi^^^vifqcq^q^i^^iTgr- 

jrr^^qj^T^tJTT^rgq^^^q: i ^q^rqfqqqjqff; ^^t fq^r^?rrJTgq 
I ^\k *r^TiT’:^«if?Ti^^fqTOfq^TS5q^f5^^: qq|% i 
^qfgqq^q ^qrR'qt sfyq^^is^qrqrq^ ^^^ ?BTqq^q 3 qV»qT?I 
qw'qtRqqqts5^q^^\?:,qH?i: 1 iqtq^iq^-HTqq 
sgq^Ftsr;, f%;g ^rgqR’pqrq^q^q qifq- 

q^qr^rn ii ) 

D. C . — Vayuhhuti — If this soul is different from body, 
how is it that it is not seen enterin'^ or issniim forth from 

O C> 

the body like a oataka ( sparrow ) from a ghata ( vessel ) ? 

BhagawTtu — Because of the t\vo-i\>\d anujKtlafxlhi, O Gautama! 
the Soul is not perceived. These two types are: — ( 1 ) Armpcdahdki 
of a non-existent object e. g. a kharahrhga ( horn of an ass ) 
and ( 2 )’ xinuptdahdhi of an existent object. 

Now, for the non perce|)tion of an existent ol jcct there are 
tweiUg-oue reasons. 

i. ■Atuluratva{ Extreme remoteness ) — Places like svarga, 
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do exist. But as they are extremely remote they are*not 
perceivable, 

ii. Atisannikarsci ( Close vicinity ) — Certain objects like eye- 
lashes and secretion of eyes, though existent, cannot be 
seen on account of their close vicinity. 

iii. Atisauksmya ( Bxquisite fineness ) — Paranidnus are im- 
perceptible, because they are exquisitely fine. These 
pciramdnus are so minute in form that they are not 
perceptible even to the luaked eye, even though they are 
considered to be existent. 

iv. ManonavasthTina { Instability of mind ) — Sometimes even 
a murta object is not apprehended by reason of mano’ 
navasthftna or the instability of mirjd as in the case of 
an insane man. 

v. hulriyTipdkiiva ( Dullness of senses ) — Non-perception 
arises ajso when a sense or senses are benumbed c. g. 
a deaf man. 

vi. Matimdrulya ( Dullness of ntellect ) — Certain subtleties 
of the sastraa are always anupalahhya to a dull-witted 
man due to his matiniaiulya. 

vii. Arnkycitva ( Impossibility ) — One can never see his own 
ear, head or back as it is utterly impossible to do so. 

viii. Avaraiia ( Obstruction ) — When eyes are covered with 
hands or when hands are obscured by means of a mat 
or a wall it is Tivarana that causes non-perception. 

i.v. Abhibhava ( Predominance ) — Predominance of Sun in 
the sky, makes the stars anupal(A)hya on a sun-bright 
day. 

X. Sdmanya — ( Commonness ) When beans are mixed with 
beans of the same quality there is non-aprehension of 
beans owing to the sdmdnycUva present in both. 



Qaniidharav^a 


•: l§fi ;• 

xi. Anupayoga ( Laok of Attention )-— When an object is 
touched by a particular indriya, say, H^pa ( the sense 
of eye), it is not perceived by the rest of senses because 
of their anupayoga to the object. 

xii. Anupaya ( Want of Means ) — If a person wants to 
take an estimate of milk ( contained ) in a cow or a 
buffalo by means of srnga etc, he can never do so 
because there is no such means available. 

xiii. . Vismrti — ( Forgetfulness ) — An object perceived before 

becomes anu^'talahhya afterwards by reason of vismrti. 

xiv. Duragama — ( Wrong Instruction ) When an object like 
gold is presented in the style of a forged edict, it is not 
recognized in its true form, because there is duriipadeko, 
or wrong instruction as regards its form. 

XV. Moha ( Delusion ) — Objects like jiva do exist, but they 
are not perceived due to nioha ( on the part of those 
who try to perceive them ). 

xvi. Vidarsana ( Absence of Sight ) — is the absolute cause 
of anvpalabdhi in the case of blind persons. 

xviii. V%kara ( Loss of Health ) — Mostly, it so happens that 
things that are once perceived are not apprehended in 
later life on account of vikaras like vdrdhakya (old age) etc. 

xviii. Ah’iya ( Want of Action ) — There is non-perception of 
roots of trees because of the scarcity of actions like 
hhukhanana etc. 

xix. Anadhigarna ( Non-acquisition ) — Owing to the anadlii- 
gama of sasirasravana, the meaning of S'astras becomes 
incomprehensible. 

XX. Kdla viprakarsa {Remoteness of Time) — Rsabhadeva and 
other T'irthaiikaras of the past and Padma Ndbha ot' future 
cannot be recognized due to the remoteness of time. 
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xxi, 8vabha,va viprakarsa (Natural Remoteness) — Things like 
nahhas and are non-cognizible by reason of «heir 

svabhava viprakarsa. 

In this way, anupalabdhi of an existent object takes place 
in twenty-one different ways. 

So, J^iva is imperceptible like nabhas due to its amw-taid', 
and s'arira being an assemblage of the Kdrman paramanus 
IS finupalahhya because of s'auhsmya of a paramanu. 
Ihus, non-perception of the Soul and body is positively 
the non-perception of an existent object and not of a non- 
existent one. 


_ An argument may here be advanced that “ If you take 
Atman to be existent, how do you apprehend its existence ? ” 
The reply is: — 

The existence oi Atman is established by means of 
anumaaa. And hence, its anupjalahdhi is not the anupahyhdhi 
of a non existent object like a kharas'i'hga, but it is the anu- 
palaJjdJd of an existent object like nabhas and 
Then, the distinction of Soul from body is established by 
the help of Vedavacana. 

^ T%q: i 

^ \\%\\\\ 

Dehananne va jie jamaggihottaim saggakamassa | 

Veyavihiyain vihannai danaiphalam ca loyammi il 136 ii { 1684 ) 

f lln: woi'fl P ru.ra-^ u iuatl ol* deer ucoording Saya‘^tacaTya. 
The deer is culled PiPa probably because it is ( reUdish ) in 

colour, Iho iinupaluhd}/ 1 of fcbe Pi^a deer may be l-aken to be due 
to its uatiire ol being always iar away from human habitations. The 
word, however, seems rathei’ improper when placed iv*ith nabhas. If we 
rea<l pf^tfva instead oi PtPa it wonb! suit our purpose better, — Tt\ 
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^ II K\% II ( ) 

Dehananye va jive yadagnihotradi svargakauiasya i 
Vedavihitani vihanyate danadiphalam ca loke || 136 ti ( 1684 )] 

Trans — \36 Or, it Jtva is ( believed to be ) identical with 
deha ( the body ), then, ( obstruction of the ) rites like agnihoira 
( the worship of sacred-fire ) for a person aspiring for Salvation 
and the reward of munificence etc. { dxinadiphala ) in the world 
prescribed by the Vedas, would be refuted ( 1684 ). 

qfirftsrmggH ^fV^r- 

II ) II 

D. C. — 0 Gnutama ! If each and every s artra is believed 
to be identical with jiva, the commandment of the Vc.dm that 
a person who desires to attain Salvation should perform the 
rite of Agnihotra, would be null and void. Because, when body 
is reduced to ashes by fire in this world, the Jiva being 
taken to be identical with body is also supposed to have 
vanished with the body. And then, who would attain Salvation 
when J\va itself does not exist ! 

Similarly, who would be there to enjoy the fruits of good deeds 
like dana when there would be none to receive them at all ? 

Vayuhhvti entertains doubt as regards the distinction of 
Soul from body by hearing the various Veda-padas bearing 
contradictory arguments. Bhagavan Mahavtra interprets these 
Vedorpadas correctly and clears his doubt. 

f^nanii|tivii|qi Iwim i 

^fioiooi ?jn>i ^ ii ii 
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Vinnanaghanainam Veyapayanam tamatthaniavidanto i 
Dehanannam mannasi tanam ca payanamayamattho ll 13711 (1685) 

^ «|^RnR1T4: 11 II ( ) 

Vijn&naghanadinam Veda-padan&m tvamarthamavidan | 
Dehananyam manyase tesam ca padanamayamarthah ||137«(1685)] 

Trans. ~\Z1 You, not knowing the (real) meaning of 
sentences like “ Vijhana^hana " etc. of the Vedas, think that 
the Soul is identical with body. But ( ca ) their real interpre- 
tation is this.f ( 1 685 ). 

* 

I srq qq fq?r* 

srnqqtqfqfqqqi^nrqT^, qsf q qq- 
iqfr^ ^q: ffq l ^ftTOqqf^qrq^BTfq q Iqqrqqifq qqrf^ 
q^qif^q i qqqr-^^qr^q q^q^qqqi ir qqjqqq fqR 
fq^^ q qqq^q qqq; qqqitqrq: ” i qqq qqqi 
qfq ^qqrqqrqf ^qiiq^qj^q iftq^q q^qrq^RRtq ^i^^sfq- 
sl^q qiqqq^^ w ) ii 

D. C . — That the Soul itself is “ vijnanaghana ” and that 
it is distinct from other hhutas has already been discussed. It 
has already been said that 

Sarirataya parinato bhutasamghato'yam vidyamanakartrikah | 
Adimatpratiniyatakaratvat ghatavat, yaSca tatkarta sa tadatirikto 

jivah iti II 

Moreover, se*ntences of the Vedas that prove Atman to be 
atirikta from hhutas, have not been beyond your comprehen- 
sion. e. g. 

t The real interpretation of sentences like " vijna'mghana ” etc. 
has already been stated and discussed in the First- Vado,. vidt Vs. 
1688 - 1696 . 
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“ Satyena labhyastapasa hyesa brahmacaryena nityam jyotirmayo i 
Vis'uddho’yam pas'yanti dhtra yatayah samyatatmanab II ” 

In the same way, all Veda-'padas have proved that J\va 
is atirikta from bhutas. Hence, you too, shall have to admit 
that the Soul is distinct from bhutas. 

Chinnammi samsayammi jinenam jara-maranavippamukkenam I 
So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaehim ii 138 li (1686) 

[ flf% I 

Chinne samsaye jiuena jara— maranavipramuktena i 

Sa ^ramanah pravrajitah paneabhih saha khandikasataih nl38||(l686)] 

7>a«s.- 138 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tlrihankara, who was entirely free from jam ( old age ) and 
marana (death), the saint Vayubhuti accepted the Dlksa along 
with his five hundred followers. ( 1686 ). 

End of the Discussion with the Third Ganadhara, 



Chapter IV" 

Discussiori with the Fourth Ganadhara. 

^ <i9f ^ i^rwRmm i 

It ii ii ( t^<s>3 ) 

Te pavvaie sduin Vyattu V%acchai jinasagasam i 
Vaccanii na vandam! vanditta pajjuvasami ii 130 u ( 1687 ) 

^irrm ii ii ( ) 

Tail pravrajitaii srutva Vyakta agacchati Jinasakn^am i 
Vrajami vatide vanditva paryupase || 139 il ( 1687 ) ] 

Trans. — 139 Having heard That they ( /. e. VayubhMi and 
his fellow-mendicants ) had renounced the Avorld, Vykia comes 
before the Tirthankara. ( He thinks... ) “ I may go, pay my 
homage ( to the Tirthankara ) and serve him.” { 1687 ) 

airaft ^ 3nf-3Rt-tT<oif^cq5^oi i 

^ II ?«« II 

Abhattho ya jinenam jai jara-maranavippamukkenam | . 

Namena ya gottena ya savvannii savvadarisTnam || 140 II (1688) 

[ 3ITtfTTf^55^ ^Tf^-3r?i qwf^Jr5%5T 1 

5fi»5fT ^ ^ ii ?v» ii ( 
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Abhflsitasca jinena jati-jarti-maranavipramuktena I 

Namns ea gotrena ca sarvajhena sarvadarsina II 140 11 ( 168 1 ) ] 

Trans.— \A^ He was addressed by his name and g’o^ra 
( lineage ) by the Tlrihatikara who was free from jaii ( birth ) 
jara { old age ) and maratia ( death ), who was Sarvajtta 
( omniscient ) and who had (attained) complete darsana. (1628) 

Bhagavan said: — 

fife i 

K,im manne atthi bhtiya udahii natlhi lli sanisao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasT tesimo attho II 141 li (1689) 

^ ^'TRwJ: II Ul II ( ^Ac%) 

Kim manyase santi bhuUiiyutaho na suiititi samsayastava I 
Vedapadanam cartliam ua jiinasi tesiunayamarthah Iil41|| (1689)] 

Trans. \Al O Vyakta \ What are you lliinking of? You 
entertain the doubt as to whether B/mtas exist or not. But 
(ca) you liave not understood the ( reiil ) interpretation of the 
sentences of the Vedas. Here is their (real) interpretation, (1689) 

I 5:^’T3Fr I 

311^ \ tr^qf 

sr? , ?T^?5q;-3r%q 

f RfsriJ ^ I ?Tf5rT- 
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<1^ ^ 5rRT%, ''^jgrs^T^ ^ ^ %^?r i ^ ^?gw 

I ^ff ^m«if f??«riTror^^^ sra it W ( ) ii 

D. C. — Thia is your querry-“ Do tlie paneahhutas viz. PHhvt 
( earth ) ap ( water) tejas ( fire ) 9:ayu ( air ) and alcasfa (ether) 
exist or not ? This querry is based upon your misapprehension 
of certain sentences of the Fedots, that are mutually contradic- 
tory. The sentences are — 

(1) “ Svapnopamam vai sakalamityesa brahmavidhiranjasa 
vijneyah ” etc. 

(U) “ Dyava-prithvi ” etc. and 

(3) “ Pfithvi-devata, apo devatah ” etc. 

Your interpretation of these sentences runs thus : — 

All this world is nothing but a dream or illusion. So, 
one should honestly endeavour to know the Brahma’, which is 
the only pararrmrlhapraJca’S' a worth attaining. 

Such sentences refute the existence of the five elements while 
others like Dyava 2 ^V*^'hivi and Ptyithivi devaia, "apo devatah ” 
establish the existence of those very elements. These contradi- 
cting sentences of the Vedas have given rise to your doubt. 

Really speaking, you have not understood the real purport 
of the above sentences. Here 1 give their correct interpretation, 
liisten to it. 

^ i 

a w eswfi fii ii ii 

Bhuesit tujjha satika suvinaya-maovamaim hojja tti i ■ 

Na viyanjjantaim bhayanti jam savvaha juttim ii 142u (1690) 

[ ^3 ww T I 

^ ii W II ( 
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BhDtesu tava sahka. svapnaka-mayopamaiii bhaveyuriti \ 

Na vicaryamanani bhajanti yat sarvatha yuktim || 142 || (1690) ] 

sfNifg ^ ra ^ i 

a irerftT flwMr 55hT ii ii (tW) 

Bhuyaisamsayao jivaisu ka kaha tti te buddhi i 

Tam savvasunnasaiiki mannasi mayovamam loyam ii 143 ii (1691) 

^ II W II ( ) 

Bhutadisamsayat jivadisu ka katheti te buddhih | 

Tvam sarvasunyasanki manyase mayoparuam lokaui «143|i (1691) ] 

Trans . — 142-143 You entertain the doubt about the 
elements that they are ( unreal ) like dreams and illusions. 
And when you question the (existence of ) elements (themselves), 
what to talk of objects like jiva etc. V You being dubious 
about the existence of everything, believe the whole world to 
be ( as unreal as ) tnaya. ( 1690-1691 ). 

^ ^ 

Rs#sfq 

^ 3f% I TO ^ 3ftf-5aq->qNTf?5 

^ ^ f fti I 

^ri-3r1rfTK5r^g^^9[f5!qT^iriWRTg[ r 

5R II 

( ) II 
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D. 0. — Long-lived Vyakta ! You question the oxisteuoe 
of Bhutas. Just as, in a dream, a poor man sees before his 
own house multitudes of elephants, and horses, or treasures 
of jewellery and gold, but actually he does not possess them, 
and just as, under the illusion of the Indrajrda, precious things, 
c. g., dishes { made ) of gold, silver, jewels etc., or beautiful 
objects e. t/., parks, flowers, fruits etc, are perceived, but really 
speaking, they are not existing; in the same way, according 
to your belief, bhutas like are perceived by us; but as 

a matter of fact, they are unreal and illusory like objects seen 
in a dream or an IndrajTda. But this belief of yours is 
absol utely un fou tided. 

Again, as you have a doubt in the existence of elements, 
the doubt is bound to arise in the case of jiva, papa and 
•punya also. J^ecause, these objects are contained in the 
various vikaras of the bhutas themselves. It follows, there- 
fore, that, according to you, all bhutas like Frthivi and all 
pxtdarthas ( oljects ) like jiva are a-vidyamdna ( non-existent). 
This indicates that you are sarvamnyatTisaiM and according 
to you, the wliole Universe is just like svapna, tnayd or 
Indrajala. 

Now, Srarnana Bhagavan MahTivh'a gives a number of argu- 
ments for doubts which VtpxMa entertained in his mind ; — 

arf ^ Hart 5Tn% araafr i 

Jaha kira na sau parao niibhayao navi annao siddhi i 
Bhavanainavekkhao Viyatta ! jaha d?ha-hassanam 111 44n ( 1692) 

I mi ii 

Yatlia kila na svatah parato nobhayato mipyanyatah siddhib | 
Bhuviiuilmapeksiito Vyakta! yatha dirgha-hrasvayoh (Il44|i (1692) 
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* Trans . — 144 Accomplishment of objects, O Vyakta ! like 
( the accomplishment of ) hrasva ( short ) and dirgha ( long ) 
can never be attained by means of itself, through another, by 
means of both, or through any other object { 1692 ). 

I i^irfq ?n^5TT?rm% ^ ^f^- 

^nnr?r m I wii^ ^RRotJf 1% ^Ronq=?r 

^ 5 Rt I 

^RorirPr ^ 3 

^ROfr# r%5 i ^ i 

^ ^«IT I ^ 

’^^3: 5ITR ’TRJ I f^feRm%d; I 

3rfq % %ft:T?kT Jri^^tft I 

^ ^ rfRr^ROTRfe^fR I ^ROI H ^ 

sft ^T^Tft^f^rftft;: I JTTR?^^:-3r3^??Tgr 

ft^%®iTRR Ri^qjRqfTWT^ i 

^ST^^sft ** Sfir^R: ?RR »TTRJITRqt 

wqfft’q: I ^«TTft-~;rlrftrRT aifgqq^q v{mn I 

qRR^ Rq^ ^ IRT^ ^IN I ^ ^ 
feft: 1 5(3: q^:, mm^- 

^Tiq^q:, q^Tfjg— 

^ q ^ qifq =q i 

^^^qRigqftRRqiq^ipft ? ii ? ii 

m q^R q^R ^Rqft I 

q f^ftr^ftq Rq^iRiqi^ q???^qg ii ? ii ( ) 
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D. C . — VyukUi I your argument is this:^ — Complete attain- 
ment of ( the existence of ) objects is not possible either svatah 
or or nhhaf/ntah or (tnyatah as in the case of ( the 

accomplishment of the existence of ) the hrasva and dtrgha, 
there being apekhikalva ( expectation ) of the Kdrya Karanadi- 
hhavas ( i. c., relations like that of cause and effect ) of the 
2Mddrthas. Hence, each and every object is expected to be 
either hirya or Tiarana. As every kTirya is done by kHrawx, 
its koTydfuft is subjugated by knranntva. But the karyatva of 
a kdrya is not svahhdva-siddha ( self-accomplished ). 

Similarly, Imrana accomplishes kTtrya. So that, kdranatva 
of kdrana is subjugated by the karyatva of kdrya. But 
kdrnatva also is not svatah siddha. 

Now, one which is not Svatahsiddha by virtue of its own 
self cannot be accomplished by means of another also, as in the 
case of the horn of an ass. So, kdryddihhdva is accomplished 
neither by itself nor by another. 

Again, it is improper to consider the possibility of kdryddi- 
hhdvas even by sva and ‘para taken together. Because, since 
siddhi is not found in either of them separately, how could it 
be attained in the samuddya of the two ? Take the example 
of oil and sand. When oil is not present in every single 
particle of sand, it is not found in the collection of sand also. 
Thus, the accomplishment of an object by means of ubhaya^ 
( both ) is also impossible. 

In case of accomplishment by means of uhhaya^ there is 
another difficulty also. During the process of siddhi, so long 
as kdrya is not accomplished, there is kdranasiddhi and so long 
as kdrana is not accomplished, there is kdryasiddhi. Conse- 
quently, kdrya and kdrana depend upon each other, and hence 
there is itaretardsrayadosa, or the fault of affecting each other. 
Thus, it is clear that the siddhi of karyddihhdva /is not possible 
even if sva and para are taken together. 
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Nor even by any other ineauS'-rt/i?«6A<M/<t<«/i-the aiddhi 
is possible. For, there is no vaMn ( object ) available except 
sva, para and nhhhya in this world. So, oven if we presume 
the accomplishment of hhrmts anyatah. or anuhhayatah ( t. c., 
by means of any object exeeptin*); ava, para and ubhaya ) the 
siddhi would be nir-hetuha ( void of cause ). To take an 
example the ptrad^emii finger ( next to thumb ) looks dirgha 
when compared with the thumb and hrasva when compared 
with the middle finger. But the finger by itself is neither 
short nor long. 

Since it is not hraava or dtrgha by virtue of itself, it is 
not so by means of another object, nor by both taken together, 
nor by any extra means whatsoever. So it is said — 

“ Na dirghe’steeha dirghatvam na hrasve napi ca dvaye i 
Tasmadasiddham suuyatvat saditya khyayate kva hi f ii 

“ Hrasvam pratitya siddhanulirgham, dirgham pratltya hrasvamapi 
Na kinoidasti siddham, vyavaharavasad vadantyevam ii ” (1692) 

In support of tlie prima facie assertion that there is 
sarvamnyat^, a number of examples are given. 

e%5>nm55wt3trg<wtt uivi ii iiCW) 

Atthitta-ghadeganegaya va savvegayaidosao i 
Savve’nabhilappa vii sunna va savvahii bhava ll 145 il ( 1693 ) 

Astitva-ghateikanekatii va sarvaikat&didosat i 
Sarve’nabhilapya va sunya va sarvatha bhav&h ii 145 I) ( 1693 ) j 

Trans . — 145 Unity or distinction of astitva and ghata 
would either give rise to faults like sarvaikata ( i. e. universal 
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oneness ) or all the objects would become inexpressible ( by 
word or speech) or non-existent in all respects (1693). 

rift Jll^ 

^ ^Tftq5rT«i??ri^i qr 

v[^^f ^s^sr qq^RT'qinqsRitit ^z q;!^: 

I ^sfqcfT ^ srqjsqTT^ ft qqm, q3[T ^ rFqft' 
ri^i ^zt ^qTi( ? I ^s^q- 

rqfqfq I m qj-q^q^^qrqmr% ftq'fqt fq^R^q: i qfi 
ftqrqrqqq q^:, ^^^qT«qq%% i srfqq, qrq: q^qfsq^, 
r^q q q^rft^q: q^J^sjqrtsq^q^q srrqr- 

Tiqfqrt qi^q^qi’^q^qqq: i qqqqftqrtq qf qartiqT^rqi- 
syq^q^qR^qi^qiiqFqiqq q%qift^qqqifiq^ q^sfq qiqt qq- 
fqq^qi qr qt^J, q|qi ^qi qr ^qiqqrqt qr qtft- 

rqq: I qfqq, q^ ^rqq% qqrq^ Rfqqr? qTiqqioiqqqtq) ^ 
fqqqT qr^qi I qq’^lrqfqqpqjs^^qqTqq, qRT-sniqr^- 
fq^^qifqjfq^rqi^ q ^z% ffq ii ll 

D. C. — ( 1 ) It" ghata atid astifva are taken to be one, 
all t)bjects will have to be taken as one. For, when ghata 
is said to be ahhinna from astitva, all objects that have 
existence will be called ghata^ and there will be no distinction 
of objects like [Hike etc. Thus there will arise the diffi- 
culty of sarvmkat'a, or Universal one-ness. Moreover, ghata 
will become a sarvatmaka or all-pervading object, since it is 
taken as inseparable from the astitva of all objects. , Again, 
if ghata is believed to be astitva. itself, existence w'ill be restricted 
to ghata only. All other objects that are not ghata will, in 
that case, have no existence. Consequently ghatp alone 
will exist. 
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‘ Or, say, ghakx, too, will not exist according to this argu- 
ment. Whatever is different from a-ghata is called glmUt. 
Now, since ghata and astitva go together, a-ghala which is 
opposite to ghata will also have no existence. Thus, a-ghata 
does not exist. So, also ghata will not exist. For, in couiparisiou 
with what, will the object be ghata if a-ghata is absent ? 

Hence it is better to resort to sarvamnyata. 

( 2 ) Now, the second alternative tliat — ghata is distinct 
from astitva-mi\y be eonsidere<i. If ghata is bhinna from 
astitva^ it is devoid of aatitva also. For, astitva being the 
quality of existence, is the adheya, and ghata which contains 
the quality is adJmra. Adheya is not supposed to exist, when 
adhara is away from it. So, ghata is devoid of existence and 
hence it is said to be a-vidyamana like the horn of an ass. 

Thus, the above dis<;ussio!i of iniity or distinction of astMva 
and ghata, leads either to the diffienlty of sarvailcatd or to the 
anabhilFqfyatva and mihyatva as regards eacli and every object. 

Again, that which is not [trodiiced is undoubtedly a-vidya- 
nidna, like the horn of an ass, and it ;has already been 
discussed before. With regard to objects that have been 
produced in this world, it can also be [)roved that their pro- 
duction is not in the fitness of things, if f)roperly thought of. 

gooisrr 

Jaya’ jayo-bhayao na jayamanam ca jayae jamha i 
Anavattha’ bhavo-bhayadosao sunnaya tamha ii 146 ii ( 1694 ) 

Jata’jatobhayato na jayainiiuam ca Jixyate yasniiil i 
Anavastha’bhavo-bhayadosat sunyata tasuiat |l 146 || ( 1694 ) j 
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Trans . (An object) which has (already) been 
produced, or which is in both the conditions, or which is ( in 
the state of ) being produced, can never be produced on 
account of faults like disorder, non entity or both. So, it 
is non-existent. 

3r«nifra i 

m srrfrsfTrr- 

I I f 

I f^sf, jt fr ? i 

r%?r^5rT^%^, I 

^«rFft-^3[fq 5rRTrR»T^?r 
^ i ^^srrgf^sr i 

s^sfq ^ ^qt 1 ^— 

m ^ %q ( 

JRRq^RS^ ^^^^\^ q II \ II 

?RT^ I q^qi^qq;, q^qrqqq^qrrqdqqqwq q^iqrs^’TRf- 

^ni3Rq; ^-qlq 3%fq ti ) n 

D. C . — ( 1 ) An object which is once produced has not 
to undergo the process of prt)duction again, just as a ghata 
wliich has already been jata has not to be produced again. 
Kven then if it is said that objects that have once been 
produced can be produced again and again, there would be 
anavastlia. Hence ut/paUi of an already jatcc object is absolu- 
tely impossible. 

( 2 ) Again, if an <i~jata object is believed to be capable 
of being produced objects like kharavisana-thiit have never 



Vftda ] 


O^adhararftda 


>: 201 


been produced so far-should also be taken as capable of being 
produced. Because, ajatatva is present in kharavisana also. But 
this is absurd. So, utpatti of an ajata object is never possible. 

( 3 ) In the case of an object which is both jata and 
a—jata, the utpatti is not possible. Because dosas that are 
found in each one of the above two cases separately are cer- 
tainly found in the combination of the two also. 

Moreover, if an object which is ubhayaruim is taken to 
be vidyaniana it becomes ya^a and loses itsya^aytt^c^ ubhayarupa. 
Similarly, if it is a-vidyanidua, it cannot be called uhhayarupa, 
but anutpanna only. Now, when it is utpanna or anutpanna, 
doms like anavasthd and ahhdva do arise. 

( 4 ) In the case of a jdyamdna object also, the above 
argument may be applied and the dosas like anavasUia and 
cihJmva arise in that case also, according as it becomes jata 
or a-jdta due to its being vidyaniana or a~vidyamdna. So, 
utpatti in this case is also impossible. 

So, it is said, 

“ Gatam na gainyate tavsidagatam naiva gamyate i 

Gatagatavinirumktam gamyamanam na gamyate II ” 

Thus, in all the above-mentioned four avasthds of an object, 
it has been clearly pointed out that its utpatti is impossible. 
Hence, it is proper to believe in the Universal non-entity. 

sr ti ii 

Heu-paccayasamaggi visu bhavcsu no va jam kajjam | 

Disai samagginiayam savvabhave na samaggi ii 147 ii ( 1695 ) 


96 
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Hetu-pratyayasamagrl visvag bbavesu no va yat karyam i 
Dfisyate samagrjmayam sarvabhave na samagri || 147 || (1695)3 

Trans . — 147 An object is accomplished by means of a 
group of causes taken together and not by hetu or pratyaya 
in its individual capacity. ( This ) collection of causes cannot be 
(found) in the (midst of) all pervading negation. 

I*:# ^ qqfqrq f m i mUik ^ q qiqifif- 

qq JTi^^rqq: i qq: qiq: i fqqq 

qrqqi^ ^q qr ? i 

q qiq^%5R?ir:, qqrs^q^s^: i qq qjTq^qtqiqT^^ qrq- 

jqiqfq q^qrq ^qtq;, i ^rq q ql^qnq 

^iq’^^cq^qqrl qrqqVq^CT^ q qi^m, srsrqqrqi: qrqjqr 
q^qqtqr^ i qqq q%qqq qqq: i q 

ll-q^qqqjqqlf iqn qr^’^qq^qi^ l 
^q t qTfqq'qi ft qiqr: qq ^qqrqq: ii ? ii 

qiq^ q^iT qiqjqi^q f ^q^ q^qi^ i 
q^qi^ q qf?q qrqi mk qfti qiftq \\ \ w 

frqift I q^q q sqi^qr-TqjT qT^^qqjjqiq^ ^rq^q 
?i% %qt I ^q % qqr^^ qiqt qqsft ^qqiqq: ^q^q^ qiiq^i'^qi:, 
’iqq%q5Tq^qTqT: q;iqqiT 5 ?qTqT?[, q^qfqq^q^q q q^iftqiiTsqi^j, 
qfTsqrl qTfqq':5qqqq?qrftfq i fq: ^q: iqqq^qiqf ws- 
qffq; ? |rqif-*‘ qjqft^qift ’’ qiq^ W qitsq^ 
ftqiftwqfTq:, qiqq, qT?? qjiq qiqqiqjqr^q q^q?^ ^5q^, 
?qqqi% q qrqjqTq'qqTqiq m^qrlqq^q q-c^q qiqr:, qrqrq^l 
q fq: qiqjftq^qq: ? ift ii il ( \\V^ ) ii 
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2>. <7.— An object is said to have been accomplished only 
when all upadana and nimitta causes are assembled together. 
But when each one of these causes operates separately, the 
karya could never bo accomplished. In other words, there is 
ahhava of the i^rya and ultimately there will be sarvdhhava. 
Again, in the midst of sarvahliava, samagrt cannot exist. 
Consequently, there will be sarvas'wiyaia. 

Moreover, just as oil cannot be found in the collection of 
sands when it is not present in each individual particle, so 
also karya cannot be found in the'.combination of many karanas 
when it is absent in each individual karana separately. 

Thus, when the existence and production of all Jiaryas 
are denied, the existence and production of sarnagri are also 
denied. So here also, sarvas'iinyaUt is the only resort of belief. 
Again, it is said that 

“ Hetu-pratyayasaiuagri pfthag bhave^vadar^anfit | 

Tena te nabiiilapya hi bhavah sarve svabhavatah || ” 

“ Loke yavat samjhasamagryameva djisyate yasniat | 

Tasmad na santi bhava, bhave sati nasti sainagri 1|147||(1695)” 

u II ( ) 

F\irabhagadarisanao .savvarabiiagasnhainayao ya « 
Ubhayanuvalambhao savvanuladdhio sunnam ii 148 II ( 1696 ) 

II II ( ) 

Parabhagadarsanatah sarvaradbhagasauksinyacca | 
Ubhayanupalambbat sarvanupalabdhitah ^unyam ll 148 li (1696) ] 

Trans . — 148 The rear portion ( of an object ) is not 
perceptible; and its front-most part is very minute. So, on 
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account of the non-perception of these two, there is non- 
perception of all, which results in complete negation. 

’fiT^rqfrsrT^ 


‘‘ ^ ?T I 

^ ft 5TRT: II \ II ** 


^^wi^gxF^i J sTT^ft, ^ 

^mft^f^fttsiftm m^i I fft II ) II 

D, C . — It has already been discussed that objects like 
kharavimna do not exist, because they are non-perceptible. 
In case of perceptible objects like pillar, jar, wall etc, the 
rear and middle portions are not perceived because they are 
screened by the front portion coming in their way. So they 
are said to be u-vidyarnZxna,. 

Again, the front portion consists of a number of divisions. 
Out of all these divisions, every one is screened by the other 
coming in its immediate front which again is screened by a 
third one in its immediate vicinity and so on. Ultimately, the 
front-most particle is left unscreened. But it is extremely small 
in size and hence becomes non-cognizible. Now, since the 
rear and front-most parts are non-perceptible, it can be said 
that objects-and ultimately all the objects in the Universe — are 
non-cognizable or sunya. Moreover, it is said that 
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“ Yavad drisyam parastavad bhagah sa ca na djiSyate i 
Tena te nabhilapya hi bhavah sarve svabhavatah ii ” 

So, you have a doubt in the existence of Bhuta etc, and 
according to your belief, they are non-existent. This finishes 
the jpiirvapakm ( the argument of the opponent ) 

Now follows the refutation of the argument — 

w, n't 

Ma kuru Viyatta ! samsayamasai na samsayasamubbhavo jutto | 
Khakusuma-kharasingesu va jutto so thanu-purisesu li 149ii (1697) 

[ HI I 

Makuru Vyakta ! samsayamasati na samsayasamudbliavo yuktah i 
Khakusuma-kharasriigayoriva yuktah sa sthanu-punisayoh || 149|| ] 

Trans.— \ 49 O Vyakta! Do not entertain doubt. The 
doubt about non-existent ( objects ) is improper as in the case 
of kha-kusiima (flower of the sky) a.\\i\ kharasniga (horn of an 
ass ). It is proper ( only ) with regard to ( existent objects 
like ) sthami and piinisa. ( 1697 ) 

I HI ^Hi: H^H-HT ^HIHIH 

H^ShIh HHH: H sifH 

I t ^Hig[ 

hih: II II ( ) II 

D. C. — O long-lived Vyakta ! Don’t be dubious about the 
existence of hhutas. Because the doubt about non-existent 
objects is totally unjustifiable as in the case of kha-kusuma 
and kharm'rhya where ahhava is already fixed up. It can be 
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justified only in the case of existent objects like stharyu and 
purum. But if you raise any doubt as regards a non-existent 
object, the doubt will be raised in the case of kharavimna 

also, which, too is non-existent in general. 

♦ 

5T ^ ^ ? imoii (%%%<■) 

K .0 va visesaheu savvabhave vi thanu-purisesu | 

Sarika na khapupfaisu vivajjao va kaham na bhave ? ii 150 ii (1698) 

W 

Ko Va viesahetuh sarvabhave’pi sthanu-purusayoh | 

Sarika na khapuspadisu viparyayo va katham na bhavet? «150||] 

Trans. — \ 5Q Or, whal special reason can there be in 
( entertaining ) doubt about sthmu and pimisa and not about 
kha-puspa ( flower of the sky ) etc, even in ( the midst of ) all- 
pervading non-entity ? Or, why should not the reverse take 
place? (1698) 

«TR:(I 

D. G. — Even when there was all-pervading negation on 
what special ground could you entertain doubt about existent 
objects like stkanu etc, and not about non-existent objects like 
kha-imapa etc ? If there is no viatesahetu on which youij^ belief 
is based, the sams'aya, in general, may rise at all places. Or, 
in absence of clear explanation, reverse may be the case *. e. 
The doubt may arise about non-existent objects like kha-pu^a 
etc, and not about existent objects like stlianu etc. 
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Moreover, 

ftf HHsft ^ ? iin^ii (? W) 

Paccakkhao’numanadagamao va pasiddhlratthanam i 
Savvappamanavisayabhave kiha samsao jiitto ? ii 151 II ( 1699) 

Hi ii ( \^VK ) 

Pratyaksato’nunianadagaruato vii prasiddhirarthanam i 
Sarvapramanavisayabliave katham samsayo yuktah 'i nl5t|| (1699)] 

Trans . — 151 The accomplishment of objects is (attained) 
either by ( means of ) visible evidence ( pratyaksa ) or by 
inference ( amimaiia ) or by documentary evidence ( agania ). 
( But ) in absence of all ( such ) Pramanas ( evidences ) and 
visayas ( topics ) how could the sanisayahe: justified? ( 1699 ) 

I ^ RqmRf ^ 

^ wrf: ii ii 

( ? W ) II 

D. C. — When the object is accomplished by means of 
2 )ramanm ( evidences ) a doubt may arise in several objects to 
a certain extent. But when all such pramawu and vimyns are 
absent, how can the doubt exist ? The doubt springs up from 
materials like /data ^\\& jmya. But when everything is believed 
as s'unya, materials like jmita and jheya are not su[)posed to 
exist, and hence, the sams'aya has also no reason to rise. 

51 dHsit ^ II ns II ( tvsoo ) 
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Jam sarnsayadau nanapajjaya tarn ca neyasambaddham i 
Savvanneyabhave na samsao tena te jutto ii 152 « ( 1700 ) 

=T ^ 5^: II II ( ?v9oo ) 

Yat sam^ayadayo jrianaparyayastacca jrieyasambaddham | 
Sarvajneyabhave na samSayastena te yuktah || 152 ii ( 1700 ) ] 

Trans. — 1 52 Since doubt etc. are the synonyms of jriana, 
they are related to the Jtieya ( cognizable object ) also. So, 
in absence of all jneyas, your doubt has also no place 
( to exist ). ( 1700 ) 

5^: I ^ mm: n ( ?vsoo ) n 

D. 0 . — Since doubt, inversion ( vi2)aryaija ) non-apprehen- 
sion ( anaxihyavasaya ) and afliruiation { nirtuiya ) are the 
( various ) synonyms of knowledge, they are automatically 
connected with the cognizable also. Now, since everything is 
s'unya^ nothing can be apprehended when there is nothing 
jiieya, there can be no jhTma and no s(e?as'« 2 /« also, as sams'aya 
is nothing but a y><^ry(iya of the knowledge. 

Still, however, if you insist upon entertaining doubt, siddhi 
of objects will have to be apf)rehended only by means of 
anuindna and not by virtue of perception as there can be no 
perception on account of the absolute ahhava of everything. 

i%?i % wwt 1 1 

{^jrr%55 

Santi cciya te bhava sainsayao Somma ! thanu -purisa vva i 
Aha ditihantamasiddham mannasi nanu samsayabhavo ii 153 il 

[ ^ mm: I 

m \\\\^ ii 
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Sadtjeva te bhavah samsayatah Saumya ! sthanu-purusaviva I 
Atha dfstantamasiddham manyase nanu samsayabbavahli 15311(1701)] 

Trans . — ^153 O Saumya! Because of (your) doubt 
( about them ), those objects do exist like stlmnu and purusa, 
But, again, if you believe the example ( of stlianu and purusa ) 
to be asiddha { i. e. unaccomplished ), existence of the doubt 
will be denied. ( 1701 ) 

D. O. — O Saumya ! The very d(>ul)t that you have raised 
against the objects proves that the objects are oidyamana like 
sthdnu and purusa. For, there cannot exist any doubt about 
non-existent objects like alias' apuspa and kharavisana. 

Again, if you think that the above example of ( the 
existent objects like ) .stlianu and 2m7'um is wrong, you are 
not justified. For, in that case, all objects whether vidyamana 
as sthanu etc, or a-vidymriima as khaifuspa etc. will have to 
be considered as a~vidyawidna according to your belief. So, 
when the existence of each and every object will be denied, 
naturally the existence of doubt will also be denied. 

ufTvnl ft *if f , ft ^ g i 

ft ftrftft a 3 nwfrwft imsiiCtvso;^) 

Savvabhave vi mal samdeho siminae vva, no tarn ca i 

Jam saranainimitto simino na u savvahabhavo u 154 ii ( 1702 ) 

[ qm: ^ i 
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Sarvftbhfive’pi matih samdehah svapnaka iva, no taoca t 

Yat smaranadinimittah svapno na tu aarvatha’bh&vah Ill54|| (1702)] 

Trans. — 154 It is improper to believe that inspite of all- 
pervading negation, doubt does spring up in a dream. For, 
dream consists of ( a number of ) nimittas like remembrance 
etc. and it is not absolutely non-existent. ( 1702 ) 

^ifq i 

^srrfq R%qrvrmTf^i% i f% 

^ ? 1 II ( ) II 

I). C. — 111 support of the belief that d<.»ubt sjiriugs up 
even in sarvabhava, an opponent may advance an argument 
as follows — Just as in a dream, a poor pauper raises a doubt 
and questions whether there is an elephant or a mountain 

before his house, though, in fact, nothing exists like that; so, 
also, at other places, doubt can be raised inspite of the absolute 
ahhava of things. Thus we can say that even though, there 
is sarvabhava, samsaya does exist in dream. 

But the above argument is totally groundless. In dream, 
doubt arises on account of various reasons. Say for instance, 
when an object is seen or experienced, the remembrance of 
that experience etc. gives rise to the doubt. So, for the rise 
of doubt in the dream there is some sort of reason which 
brings the dream — and hence the doubt — into existence. Thus 
doubt arises from an existent object and not from the absolute 
ahhava of it. 

But, suppose, even then, if you believe that the sarr^ha 
springs up from the absolute ahhava also, the doubt should 
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also' have to arise from objects like sixth element which have 
never been existent so far. Because, dbliava is present in 
them also. 

Anuhuya-dittha-cintiya-suya-payaiviyara-devaya’nuya l 
Siminassa nimittaim punnam pavam ca nabhavo ii 155 ii (1703) 

w ^ II Ii ( ?v9o^ ) 

Anubhuta-drsto-cintita-^ruta-prakrti-vikara-devata’nupah | 
Svapnasya niniittani punyam pfipam ca nabhiivah ||155|| (1703) ] 

7>a«s.— 155 (Previous) experience, observation, attentive 
consideration, and hearing ( of an object ), ill-health ( prakrti ) 
vikara ), a deity, w^atery place, meritorious act and sin-these 
are the prominent causes ( nimittas ) of dream. So it is not 
non-existent. (1703 ) 

g«FT, i sr^- 

f srflif m i I 

r^f*iTT5(l qrq ^ 

mi I m i 

mm ? n 

D. C. — The nimittas that bring dream into existence are 
treated as follows : — 

1, Previous eaijoewnce— Certain acts like snana, bkojana, 
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vilepana etc. that have once been experienced are perceived 
again in dream due to this reason. 

2. Observation — When objects like elephants, horses etc. 
are perceived in dream, the dream is said to have been caused 
by the dr^artha reason. 

8. Attentive Consideration — A dream representing acquisi 
tion of a beloved etc. is called the dream of cintitartha, 

4. Hearing — When places like svarga^ and naraka , — 
which are only heard of, and not seen — are perceived in 
dream, the nimitta is srtartha. 

5. D'isturhance of Health — 111 health caused by diseases 
like vfda and pitta is also one of the nimittas of dream. 

6. A deity — When one beholds a deity-adverse or favour- 
able-in dream, the dream can be called deva-nimitta. 

7. Watery place — This is also one of the nimittas when 
one dreams in the midst of watery region. 

8-9. Punya and 'pd'pa — A dream is said to be good or 
bad according as there is punya or pdpa^ as its nimitta. 

Thus, it is clear tliat a sva 2 ma is brought about by one 
of the above-mentioned nimittas. And hence, svapna is 
nothing but an object which can be brought into existence by 
means of a nimitta or nimittas. In this way, when the dream 
itself is existent, how can you call the world to be non-existent 
like svapna ? 

Vinnanamayattanao ghadavinnanam va suminao bhavo‘i 
Aliava vihiyanimitto ghado vva nemittiyattao ii 156 ii ( 1704) 

mm ^ ^ 11 n ( ) 
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Vijhanamayatvato ghatavijhanaiaiva svapnako bh&vah I 
Athava vihitanimitto ghata iva naimittikatvat ti 156 ii ( 1704 ) ] 

Trans . — 156 The existence of dream is (apprehended) 
either because dream is vijmnamaya ( i. e. full of knowledge ) 
like ghata or because it is nainiiUika ( i. e. caused by nimitta ) 
like ghata as mentioned before. { 1704 ) 

mm I 1 

II ) II 

p. 0 . — Existence ef dream (tan be proved in either of 
these two w'ays : — 

1. Dream is ftill of cognizance as ghata is. So, like 
ghata^ dream can also l)e {jerceived on account (>i‘ its 
being existent. 

2. As ghata is caused by various nimitlas, dream is 
also caused by niniittas, like anuhhava, smarana, ointana etc, 
that are mentioned before. So, it is clear that dream is a 
murta Icarya, and hence existent like ghata. 

^ gmofrsfmoff f% it i 

nvwgt qtdissa ?R«it t% ? ii nvs u (?vsos) 

1% ^oi t% ?i qtfijr ^ 1% I 

^ ? II tH'i II (t^o^) 

fife If firafif I 

f >I 5 in ? II II (tVSovs) 
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wrn fNsisft wi w Bfe H i 

i% Hoonn ^ fWT f ? M?^on(tvsoc) 

3lf ^ ? Il?^?ll (?V9<>%) 

Savvabhave ca kao sumino’sumino tti saccanialiyam ti I 
Qandhavvapuram Padaliputtam tattho vayaro tti ? ill 5711(1705) 

Kajjam ti karanam ti ya sajjhaminam sahanam ti katta tti i 
Vatta vayanam vaccam parapakkho’yam sa-pakkho’yam?ll 1 58ll( 1 706) 

K,im veha thira-davo -sina-calaya-ruvittanaim niyayaim i 
Saddadao ya gajjha sottaiyaim gahanaim ? ll 159 ll ( 1707) 

Samaya vivajjao va savvagahanam va kim na sunnammi | 

Kim sunnaya va sammam saggaho kim va micchattam?iil60ii(1708) 

Kiha sa-paro-bhaya buddhi kaham ca tesim paropparamasiddhi i 
Aha paramaie bhannai sa-paramaivisesanam katto ? n 1 6 1 ii { 1 709) 

II II ( ?V9qH ) 

? II II ( ?v9o^ ) 

mm: mmf^ ? ii ii ( ^vsovs ) 

m f% m ii?^o|i(^v9o<:) 

m fcr:? ii?^? li 

Sarvabhave ca kutab svapno’svapna iti satyamalikauiiti i 
Gandharvapuram Pa^lip^ltraul tathya upacara iti ? iil57|l (1705) 
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K&^amiti karanamiti oa sadhjamidam s&dhanamiti karteti i 
Vakta vacanani vaoyam para pakso’yam svapak^o’yam ?||158u(l706) . 

Kim veha sthira-dravo-sna-calata-rupitvaui uiyatani i 
Sabdadayasca grahyah srotrJdikaiu graliyani ? II 159 || ( 1707 ) 

Samata viparyayo va sarvagrahaiiaui va kirn ua suuye i 
Kim ^uiiyata vasamyak sadgrahah kim va uiithyatvam |1 16011(1701) 
Katham sva-paro-bhaya buddiiih katliam ca tesaui parasparamasiddhih 
Atha para-matya bhauyate sva-para-mativisesanain kutah ? ||161|| ] 

- 157 -161 Again, in case of all-pervading negation 
how could there be distinction between dream and otherwise? 
between truth and false-hood ? between ( an imaginary ) 
Oandharva city and ( a real ) PZitlii}iitra?f between a fact and 
fancy? between cause and effect ? between end, means, and 
I their ) agent? between speaker, speech, and ( that which is ) 
to be spoken ? between one’s own party, and the opposite party ? 
Or, in such a case, liow could ( properties like ) stability, fluidity, 
heat, activeness etc. as well as ( the rule ) that sound etc. 
are graliya ( to be received ) and the ear etc. are grahakas 
( receivers ) — be ascertained at all ? Or, why should ( faults 
like ) uniformity, contraiety or non-acceptibility of all, not arise 
in { the state of all-pervading ) negation ? And, is this ( appre- 
hension of ) siinayta really substantial or worthless ? Moreover, 
how could sva,para, and iibhaya be distinguished and how would 
their mutual accomplishment be possible ( in case of all perva- 
ding negation ) ? And, if it is said to be due to another’s in- 
tellect, how could the intellect of sw and para be distinguished ? 

( 1705-1709 ). 

** 3r^ f%|J, 

f Known 06 Patrkc al fche feinie* 
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f^T^rf?:; ^«IT, ^^^^ 'rafTW 

TO?? ^T% f TO^ ? I ^ %f f«r^Tft 

fn^grr: 

f ^ TOf^ ? I ^5TT, 5F5[i^^ f^ST^rfor ^ 

iTTf f ^ ? I 

‘‘ 55r?T^t?Trft ” 5rg 

^5it ^ hit:, 

TO^sfq 2 l 

ar^T^ci, ^ vr^rf^-^j^TO’.^s^qt^: ?i ^eto 

%K^\^ 2 I TO^T» TOUrft 

H ? I ^^'::n-s^tq[Tf^jri«irm% i 

f% fqsr^, ^ qr ? I qf^ ^^^3q^Tfrfq?t^; i m ^ 

m^, ^ff WF^T^r^qi^iqjiTiqjf T5T?^ r^trtot?!. m 

^iqri, ^ |5 t: 5r;^^m i m^Tf ^I3 ^q- 

5r;:^Rq ilfOT ’q^JIf:, ^R^^qJTfor 

5^ft«qT?q[5Ttq5r fq%qtg: ? i 

r%5 ^r-q^-^r^r?TTf^ ^5 it 

q|T«ft^ ^ 'q %qT 

«q^ ?— Tq?qift^5tqT^%cr^ f ^3 i sr^q^isr ^mh — 

51 r%?3 ^qfqqqfr;T^5r;n?i§%qT- 

^Tfttfirfq I TO-t^^“^i?iT;?TrRmq ^s^tsrjrqRcr, ^ 
^Tfr^q ^f^i, ^qml^: ? i 
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3rw/ 5r^?«Tl: ^i^5rm^f^%- 

Z{ ^ I 

g^<TTf*i5q%^gTr:xf nrg?q?r^, q 
gwqq^Twrq^ nrq i^qfRgqsriq^ I ^ qr^sq^ i 

^qq; ** ** iq “ qq^qq^ ^tqr^ ^- 
q^t-qqff^: qrqtqT-qrr^cpq^qt^^jq %^: ^q: i%^ ’Fq^- 
f Rsrqt ^qnq^ ^fagrqf^q, q qq^'Riqftq ??qqrf- 

qq5?Efqr^ ?q ^qqq^i;, qqqq?[ i?^qqfq ^q- 

q^qi^q fqgq’iT fq: ?-q fqf^%q^:, ^q-q^qi^sfq ^qqr 
fqq^^ qr s^qmqrqqq qrq: i ^q-q^^qrqm^p^qq^ q ^yq- 

rqf^P^qqqfTRR^ II II ( ?vsoV 

^\So^-^VSoVS-^VSo<i-^VSo<^ ) il 

D. C. — If the idea of all-pervading negation were taken 
as true, there would not exist any distinction between dream 
and reality ; truth and falsehood ; between an imaginary 
Gandharvapuru and a real Palaliputm; between a natural 
four-legged lion and an artificial man-lion M/mavaka; between 
karyos like ghata, etc. and karmuis like lump of earth etc. 
Again, there would be no distinction between sadkya { say, e. g. 
ixnityatva ) sadhana ( say, e. g. the artificial irjstrument-by 
means of which anityatva is brought about ) and karta ( e. g. 
a potter ) who is the doer of the sadkya. There would be no 
distinction between a speaker, his speech ( composed of three 
or five parts ) and a number of words that are to be uttered, 
and there would be no distinction between sva'paksa and para- 
pakia also. 


as 
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Moreover, properties such as stability of earth, fluidity of 
water, activeness of wind, formlessness of sky etc. as well as 
the rule that sahda, rupa, yandha etc. are grahya and ears, 
eyes, nose etc. are grahaka, could not be established in the 
midst of sarvas'unyata. 

Again, in the midst of all-pervading negation there being 
no possibility of distinction between satya and asatya either 
( 1 ) there would be uniform apprehension of svapna as well 
as mvapna, or ( 2 ) there would be inverse apprehension of 
svapnci as asvapna and asraptna as svapna, or ( 3 ) there 
would be absolute non-apprehension of svapna, asvapna and 
many other things. Here, O Vyakta ! It is absolutely incorrect 
to assert that the apprenhension of sva^yna, asvapma etc. is 
due to hhranti ( delusion ). For, cognizance that apprehends 
an object is produced only by means of definite ascertainment 
of time, place and properties. 

And is that bhranti, which, according to you, apprehends 
svapma, asvapna, etc., vidyamZ>na or a-vidyamana f ' If it is 
vidyamana, then naturally sarvas'unyatd does not exist. If it 
is a-vidyamana the jiiana that apprehends an object being 
devoid of hhrimti, all objects would automatically be taken as 
vidyamana and there would be nothing like sarvas'unyatd at all. 

And, how is it 0 Vyaktd ! that the apprehension of 
existent objects as sunya, is, according to you, a right appre- 
hension and that which apprehends them as vidyamana is 
worthless '{ Will you tell me what particular purpose do you 
hold in believing this sarvasunyatii f 

According to the rule that objects could never be accom- 
plished merely by themselves, you apprehend objects that are 
short, long, or either, distinctly as short, long, or either. Thus, 
on one side, you are utilizing your power of discrimination in 
the apprehension of objects; while on the other side, you are 
trying to assert the mutual non-accomplishment of those very 
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objects. This involves self-contradiction in your own argument 
which, O Vyakta ! is not at all worthy of you. 

The point is that in case of establishing the existence of 
objects mere apekm would not do. Quality of undertaking an 
action in an object which produces jhana about its own self 
is also an active cause. And that is the reason why lirasva, 
<3%rgha, and uhhaya-e&oh one of which would be producing 
jriana about its own self-should be taken as existing. 

Again, 0 Vyakta ! you believe that to the apeksa of 
the middle finger, the p7'adesint finger is considered as hrasva 
even if it does not exist. But your argument is absolutely 
unfounded. For, in comparision with the middle finger if 
2»'adesint were taken as hrasva even though it is a-vidyaniana 
by its very nature, the horns of an ass that are also <i-vidya- 
ftmna should he taken as hrasva and a very long substance 
like indradhvaja should also be taken as hrmija as the quality 
of a-vidyamaihaia is common in all the three cases. But that 
is not so. Really speaking, 'prade'sinl finger being vidyaniana 
by nature and being possessed of a number of properties by 
virtue of various co-operative causes, manifests manifold variations 
along with the corresponding types of cognizance also. So it 
is not correct to assert that the cognizance of hrasva, dlrgha 
etc. is produced in the absolutely non-existent aiiguli only by 
means of apeksa. You might argue at this point that in such 
cases also, dlrgha, hrasva, uhhaya etc. are apprehended and the 
intellects as regards sva para and uhhaya are discriminated 
only in comparision with another’s opinion and further that 
according to you, hrasva, dlrgha etc. that are svatah siddha 
and that produce jriana with regard to their own selves are 
nothing at all. Even if you believe like that, O Vyakta! 
how woyld you distinguish between your opinion and another’s 
opinion in the midst of all-pervading negation ? Naturally 
there would be no distinction between sva and at all. 

On the other hand, if you accept this distinction there would 
be nothing like s'unyato. at all. ( 1705-1709 ) 
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IJl# Wt ^ ^ I 

fnw 515^01 gif^ ?iu^5{ii(?vs?«) 

anffli^ooiToi wi 3i i 

^ ^I5^r <id'^ w ? II ii(?'s??) 

Jugavani kamena va te vinnanam hojja dJha-hassesu i 

Jai jugavam kavekkha kamena puvvammi ka’vekkha V |ii62|i (1710) 

Aimavinnanam va jam balasseha tassa kavekkha i 

Tullesu va kaVekkha paropparam loyanaduge vva ? Ill63ii (1711) 

[ ?Ti ^ NfR i 

II II ( 

Yugapat kraiuena vu te vijrianam bhaved drigha-hrasvayoh | 

Yadi yugapat ka’peksa kramena pfirvasiuin ksi’peksa? |il62)i(l710) 

Adiuiavijhanam va yad balasyeha tasya ka'peksa i 
Tulyayorvft ka’peksa parasparam locanadvika iva ? iil63|i (1711)] 

Trans.- 162 163 Is that vijmna of yours as regards dtrgha 
and hrasva ( produced ) all at once or in regular course ? If 
( it is produced ) all at once, what apeksd ( is there ) ? (And) 
if ( it is produced ) in regular course, to what apeksd is the 
first produced ? Or, to what apeksd has the first and foremost 
cognizance of a child been produced ? Or, what mutual apeksd 
( could there be ) in the case of two similar ( objects ) like a 
pair of eyes? ( 1710-1711 ) 

e 
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? I m ^irra^iT^ 

srra^TT^r^ ^,^ ^r: 1 3i«r^, trr?jom?r 

^ T%?T^?PT ^ I 

^T, % ^ f%?3 'T^qt 35 ^ rr^i- 

R5rmv?TR?fT fT%5T ^T5;^RT^^JT ?-?r 

’?«IT I 5^Tf^q^R^5^t 

^’th: , f^-3 Rqmqmq^T f T^?iTfqR^^^T ^ ^q^q^sfq iiin% 1 

3 ^xT^qnrfr^TTqt qxRqRq^q^«irTf^qfq5Tft^TW?5R- 
q^rr^ ^iq-iRnqsqq^jjr: 
w ?m II ( W^-W \ ) II 

D. C . — Consider whether jriZma in case of objects that 
are hrasva and dtrgha is produced at the same time or in 
regular course. If both the jhanas are produced simultaneously, 
there would be no scope for apebsn, both being recognized in 
their own form at the same time. On the other hand, if jhJmas 
(if the two were produced one after another the hrasva object 
would be apprehended by virtue of its own jimim; but later 
on, to whose ajyekm would the dtrgha object be apprehended i 
This leads us to conclude that in spite of the existence of 
mediums like eyes etc., in absence of apekm all objects are 
apprehended in various forms only by virtue of their individual 
jiiTmas. This proves that the existence of all objects is 
very natural. 

Again, to whose apcksa is the jiuina attained by a child 
immediately after its birth produced ? And, what mutual 
apcksa could there exist in reflecting a similar cognizance in 
two similar objects which are neither hrasva nor dtrgha but 
exactly identical to each other ? This shows that various 
forms (d* objects like angers etc. are not apprehended by 
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virtue of their ajK'km to others but by means of their corres- 
ponding cognizances which are independent of apeksa. Later 
on, in the curiosity of observing the forms in details, the 
objects are recognized as hrasva^ dirgha etc., on account of 
certain co-operative causes such as recalling the opposite 
faction etc. Each and every object would therefore be taken 
as existent by virtue of no other factor but its own svahhdva. 

Moreover, 

fife ^ f% a i 

^ V R fife ?r ? II ii 

Kim hassao dihe dihao ceva kim no dihammi | 

Kisa va na khapupphau kim na khapupphe khapupphao ?iil64ii( 1712) 

^ fife ^ ^ li^^vii(?vs^s^) 

Kim hrasvad dirghe dirghadeva kim na dirghe i 

Kasmad va na khapuspat kim na khapuspe khapuspat ? ||164||(17 12)] 

Trans.— \ b4 Why ( is the knowledge ) about dirgha 
( acquired ) from hrasva and not from dirgha ( itself ) ? Or, 
why not from khapuspa ? Or, wdiy not ( the knowledge ) about 
khapiispa ( acquired ) from khapuspa ( itself ) ? (1712) 

w(i I ^ %5r 1% ^ 

I ^«ri, m ^ qi.^- 

^5^ 5T ? I 

m\if ^ m «• W ( ) 11 



Vfida 3 


Ga|Aadbarav&da 


•: 223 :• 


D. C. — If everything is s'unya according to the theory of 
sarva s'unya£a, how is it that the cognizance of dirgha is 
acquired only from its apeksTt to hrasva as seen in the case of 
'prades'int and madhyanid fingers, and not from its apeksa to 
the dh'gha itself ? Similarly, why is the practice of appre- 
hending dh'ghatva from dtrgha and hrasvatva from hrasva not 
followed ? Moreover, the practice of acquiring knowledge 
of khapuspa as well as the knowledge of hrasvatva and 
dh'ghatva in khapuspa from the khapuspa itself is not followed 
even though s'unyatd is common to all of them. This show’s 
that there is nothing like sai'vas'tinyatd in this world. 

Moreover, 

et «wr ra #ing% ?r nr iiUHit 

K,im vaVikkhae ciya hojja mai va sabhava evayam | 

So bhavo tti sabliavo varijhaputte na so jutto ii 165ii ( 1713) 

[ i 

5^: II II 

Kimvapeksayaiva bhaved matirva svabhava evayam i 

Svo bhilva iti svabhavo vandhyaputre na sayuktah Iil65ll ( 1713)] 

Trans. — 165 Or, of what avail is the apeksa at all V 
( The opponent may argue here that ) “ Apprehension by 

means of apeksa is natural.” ( But ) the bimva ( existence ) of 

sva ( one’s own self ) means svabhava\ ( and ) that does not 

apply to the son of a barren woman. ( 1713 ) 

t \ arssr 



•: 224 ;• 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[The fourth 


I fit 

5^cri^q»mfT^r: i ^ ^ 

5%ra I ^«nfl ii ii 

( ) II 

I). C . — If there is absolute negation in the world, what is 
the use of aj>eksa in apprehending hrasva etc. to the apekm 
of dtrgha etc. ? For, the very conception of ci'peksa is contrary 
to the absolute nearation. 

Fyate .'—Apprehending hrasva, dirgha etc. by means of 
apekm is very natural. 

Acdryci : — That is not so, 0 Vyakta ! Svahhava is the 
root cause in cases like “ fire burns ” “ The sky does not 

burn etc. But, that is not applicable to the above-named 
example of the apprehension of hrasva, dirgha etc. Hence, 
svahhava should not be blamed in such cases. It is absurd to 
assume svahhava in the apprehension of non-existent objects 
like vandhyaputra. 

Svahhava means existence of one’s own self. The rest 
can be distinguished as — the existence of everything 

else. Apart from your belief in a^yeksd, the principle of 
sarvas'unyatd would be violated even from this point of view. 

How ? 

giailsK'dsit ^ fttroiioi ^ i 

Hojjavekkliao va vinnanam vabhihanamettam va i 

Diham ti va hassam ti va na u satta sesadhamma va iilbbii (1714) 

[ fi ^5? srr I 
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Bhavedapeks&to va vijrianam vabhidhananiatram v 5 i 
Dlrghamiti v& hrasvamiti va na tu satta sesadharma va 11I6611] 

Trans , — 166 By means of apeksa either vijimna or mere 
acknowledgment ( of an object ) as short or long would be 
( attained ) but not the existence of the rest of the properties. 
(1714) 

?i^i^5Pri5r: ?, ^ 

D. C. — By virtue of its apeksa to another object, a self- 
accomplished object would gain either vijhana or the acknow- 
ledgment of its own self as hrasva or dirgha and nothing more. 
Neither existence nor qualities such as rupa, rasa, sparsa etc., 
that are distinct from hrasvatva, dirghatva etc. could be 
established by the help of apeksa,. Now, Juanas that enable 
us to apprehend existence along with those qualities are 
produced spontaneously. So, how could existence etc. of a 
self-accomplished object be refuted by means of apeksa ? And 
when the existence etc. of an object arc not denied, h<tw 
could the principle of all-pervading negation be accepted 
at all ? 

ffn ntftomit i 

lhara hassabhave savvavinaso havejja dihassa i 

Na ya so, tamha sattadayo’navikkha ghadainam ii 167 ii ( 1715) 


ti 9 
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H ^ ^r:, ll \^^\\( ) 

Itaratha hrasvabhave sarvavinaso bhaved dirghasya i 

Na ca sah, tasmat sattadayo’napeksa ghatadinam I1167h (1715)] 

Trans. — 167 Otherwise, in the absence of hrasva, there 
should have been an absolute negation of dirgha also. But 
that is not so. Hence the existence etc. of ghata etc. are 
( established as ) independant of ( their ) apeksd ( to other 
objects ). ( 1715 ) 

11 II (W\) II 

D. C. — If the qualities like existence etc. of the objects 
such as ghata etc., wore dependaiit upon their coinparision 
with other objects, destruction of a hrasva object would have 
effected the destruction of a dirgha object also. But really 
speaking, existence etc. of a dirgha object are not denied 
when a hrasva object turns into an absolute negation. This 
leads us to the conclusion that objects like ghata etc. have 
their properties such as existence, rtipa^ etc., totally independant 
of their o.pcksd to other objects and hence the idea of all- 
pervading negation is automatically refuted 

3ni% I 

fn ^ nil ft H g5t«n wir (?vs?0 

B3Tr ?ri; i^aff ft i 

31553ft sr?3k gPdf at ^ (t'st's) 
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goi bw i 

fiff Haft 5RWT^ ^ ^fairf ii %'so w 

Javi avikkhaVikkhanamavikkhago’ vikkhanijjamanavikkha i 
Sa na maya savvesu vi santesu na sunnaya nama ill 6811 (1716) 

Kim ci sao taha parao tadubhayao kim ci niccasiddham pi 1 
Jalao ghadao puriso taham vavaharao neyam 11 169 II (1717) 

Nicchayao puna bahiranimitfameftovao-gao savvam 1 

Hoi sao jamabhavo na sijjhai nimittabhave vi 11 170 11 (1718) 

m ^ w ?r II II ( ) 

II \%%\\ ( ) 

Ya’pyapeksa’peksanaiuupeksako’peksaniyamanapeksya | 

Sa na niata sarvesvapi satsu na sunyatti naina 11 168 || (1716) 

Kiincit svatastatha paratastadnbhayatali kiuieid nityasiddharnapi 1 
Jalado ghatakah purusastatha vyavaharato jneyain iil69ll (I7l7) 

Ni^cayatah punar-bahir— nimittamatropayogatah sarvam 1 
Bhavati svato yadabhavo na sidhyati niniittabhavo’pi ||170u(1718)] 

Trans. — 168-169-170 Even apeksa-hQmg identical to ( the 
nature of ) action ( apeksanam ), agent ( apeksakah ), and object 
( apeksaniyam ) — could not be accepted. When all are existing 
there could not be sunyata at all. Some are spontaneous 
e. g. n cloud ; some ( are produced ) by means of others 
as in the case of ghaia ; and Some ( are produced ) in both 
the ways. e. g. a man ; while some are produced even for 
ever. Again, it is certain that each one ( of them ) becomes 
existent by its own self only by resorting to the external 
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causes. ( But ) that which is non-existent is not produced 
even in the presence of external causes. ( 1716 - 1717 - 1718 ) 

II II ( ?vs?^ ) (I 

^«rT 

5r^^: i to?, ^«rT 

I IW* I 

^«TTSS^TJir^ I §[55^^ I 

Rf*ftBTT5r^?rTr«»rq ^ ir^r 

fiiT i^nr?T^|sft ?r 

I ^ 11?^ v?vso (?vs?vs--^\9?<)ii 

1). C . — Consideration of dtrgha etc. in coinparision with 
hrasva etc., is itself nothing but harta, karma and kriyd. 
Now, when all objects are accomplished as existent by virtue 
of their being either karla, karma or kriya^ where could the 
s'unyaki, exist at all ? 

The existence of all objects is either svatah, pao’atah, or 
uhhayatah. There are several objects such as cloud etc. which 
come into being only by coming into contact with some subs- 
tance as tlieir kTirana-, some like ghata are produced by the 
help of karta, some like pmrusa are produced by both ( as 
jmrum comes into existence on account of his parents as 
well as his deeds in tlie past life ). Some objects like akasa 
are ever accompli.shed. Thus, it is seen that various .objects 
come into existence in various ways, according to their usage. 
But really speaking, all objects are existing by their very 
svabhdva merely by resorting to their external causes. In case 
of objects that are non-existent, existence could not be brought 
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about even if the external causes were present because non- 
existence is innate in them by their very svahhava. 

In reply to the question whether astitva and ghata are 
one or different, the Acarya argues thus : — 

ffu uj fife Jt u?vsUi(t'SU) 

Atthitta-ghadeganegaya ya pajjayamettacinteyam i 

Atthi ghade padivanne, ihara sa kim na kharasiiige ? ii 1 7 1 II ( 1 7 1 9) 

Astitva-gbataikanekata vil paryayaniatracinteyam | 

Asti ghate pratipanne, itaratha sa kiui na kharasrhge II 171 II ] 

Trans. — 171 ( The question ) whether ghata and astitva 

are one or different is ( nothing but the question ) of synonym 
when ghata is existent. ( For, ) otherwise why should it not 
arise in case of kharasrhga ( also ) ? ( 1719 ) 

3r^^?TT 

5T g I ^5*11 ^T-5f|?T- 

^ II w ( ) II 

D. C. — After having asserted that “ ghata exists ” the 
question whether ghata and astitva are identical or not is 
reduced* to the consideration of both as being mere synonyms 
of each other. Moreover, this question should arise only in 
case of the existent ghata. For, if it were not so, the 
question of ckata-anekata would arise in case of non-existent 
objects like kharasrnga and vandhyapvM’a also. 
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Following the example of ghata and astitva there would be 
a probability of* ekata-anekata between ghata and sunyata also — 

fl gfRI ^ qsillm !!Tl«T ! I 

^>1% 51 g<wRrt smi ! inv3’^ii(?vs5io) 

Qhada-sunnaynnayae vi sunnaya ka ghadahiya somma ! I 
Egatte ghadao cciya na sunnaya nama ghadadhammo ! ii 1 72ii (1720) 

^ 5?PT?fT ! II W II II 

Gbate-iSunyatanyatayamapi sunyata ka ghatadhika saumya ! | 
Ekatve ghataka eva na sunyata nama ghatadharmah ! || 172 || ] 

Trans. — 172 Even in case of ghata and sunyata being 
different ( from each other ) what sunyata, exceeding ghata 
could be ( found ), O Saumya ? In case of similarity also, it 
is the ghata itself ( which exists ). Sunyata does never become 
the property of ghata ( 1720 ) 

I ^ 5^^ I ^ 

HT*? ^—^13 ^ 5^: 

1 3r«iT5i?^?rr, ^ 

^ g 

ii Wr ( ) n 

D. C. — If ghata and gunyata are bhinna from each other, 
exceeding ghata what more sunyata ! is required, 0 saumya ? 

In case of both being similar to each other, simyafa would be 
nothing but ghata on account of its being perceived by pratya- 
ksa pramana. But sunyata would never become a property of 
ghata as it could never be accomplished by any possible 
means whatsoever. 

Moreover, 
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3iniii% aioon'jft fJjfJioh m ^ wif ? llt'S^ll (tvssi?) 

Vinnana-vayana-vainamegaya to tadatthiya siddha I 
Annatte annanf nivvayano va kaham vM ? ii 173 ii ( 1721 ) 

srr 1 ii ii ( ) 

Vijhana -vacana-vadinorekata taUistadastita siddha I 
Anyatve’jriani nirvacano vii katham vadi ? || 173 II ( 1721 )] 

Trans. — 173 ( If ) knowledge and speech are identical, 
then its existence is proved. ( But ) in case of difference, how 
could there be a disputant having no khowledge or speech ? 
( 1721 ). 

? 1 5 Rf r?i-f W*4 

? %m w ) ii 

D, C. — When the knowledge as well as the statement 
that all the three worlds are mnya are indentical to each 
other the existence-aud not the mnyia~o^ an object is establi- 
shed. For, their identity is similar to the identity of vrikmtva 
and sinsci2)7tlva. But when vijimna and vucantt are dissimilar the 
disputant will either become ignorant or speechless like a rock 
and hence will be totally unfit to expound the theory of muyaih. 

i^oit i 

Qhadasatta ghadadhamnio tatto’nanno padaio bhinno | 

Atthi tti tena bhanie ko ghada eveti niyamo’yam ? iil74ii (1722) 
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^ ^ R^Htsq^? II?V9»|| (?V9^^) 

Ghatesatta ghatadharmastato’nanyah ))atadito bhinnah i 
Astiti tena bhanite ko ghata eveti niyamo’yam ? iil74|| (1722) ] 

Trans — \7 4 Existence of ghata is a property of ghata. 
So, { it is ) non-separable ( from ghata ) ( and ) distinct from 
/7a/a etc. By saying, therefore, that “ It exists ” how could 
you frame a rule that there exists ghata alone ? ( 1 722 ) 

rmi I N 

^ ^z m ^tsq ?— 

ftSTRST^T^T^Ti: ^sfq II II 

( ) II 

D. O. — Astitva is the property of ghaki and hence it is 
non-separable from ghata but distinct from objects like pata 
etc. So, when it is said that “ ghata exists ” you cannot assert 
that ghaki alone exists. For, the property of astitva is present 
in objects like also and hence they too are existing. 

^ ft ^ i 

Jam va jadatthi tarn tarn ghado tti savvaghadayapasahgo ko I 
Bhanie ghadotthi va kahams avvatthittavaroho tti ? ill 75ll (1723) 

[ TO ^ ^rlTOTRef: I 

Yadvti yadasti tattad ghata iti sarvaghatataprasahgah kah I 
Bhanite ghato’sti va kathaiu sarvastitvavarodha iti ? ||175|| (1723)] 

Trans.— \75 Or, by saying that whatever exists is ghata, 
how would the occasion of all being ghata arise ? Or, by 
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asserting that ghata exists, how would the existence of all 
be obstructed ? ( 1723 ). 

srr m %% ^ 

: 1 1 ^5^1, “ ^ ^zl ^ 

i w ft 

^ ** ^5r ^zt ** %fk ^ 

^ ^Z^^ fft ^rf: II t'SH II 

< ?V9^^ ) II 

D. C. — Since the astitva of ghata is restricted to ghaJta 
only and since ghoAa exists only when ghatastitva is present 
there would be no fear of all objects l)eing considered as 
ghata when we say that “ yad yad asti, iat-tat sarvam ghatah’\ 
Again, astitva of other objects would not bo injured by the 
assertion that ghata exists. For, the all-pervading nature of 
ghata is not apprehended when we say gluitasattve‘na ghata 
■eva asti.” 175 (1723X 

After refuting the opponent’s view in this way the Acd7'ya is 
now asserting his own — 

3n^ 1% ^ vti^ ^?iirs«r5l m 3 i 

Atthi tti tena bhanie ghado’ghado va ghado u attheva 1 
Cuo'cuo va dumo cuo u jaha dumo niyama || 1 76 ll ( 1 724 ) 

[ 31^^^ Vlfni^ cTT I 

qr ii ii ( ) 

Astiti tena bhanite ghato’ghato va ghatastvastyeva i 
Cuto’cuto va druma^cutastu yatha drumo niyaiuat iil76ll (1724) j 
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Trans. — 176 Just as from the assertion of “ tree ” ( we 
understand ) a mango tree or any other tree, but from “ mango 
tree ” ( nothing else but | “ tree ” is understood, in the same 
way, by saying that " it exists ”, or (objects ) other than 

ghata ( are appreheded ), but from ‘ ghata, ' astitva alone is 
understood ( 1724 ) 

^ ** ^zt, mit 

|T% 5 ^ I m 

I ?r% g ^ 

ii ( t's^v? ) il 

D. C. — As the quality of vriksatva is present in all the 
trees, when we say “ tree ’* all the trees — whether a mango 
tree or any other tree— are understood. But when the word 
“ mango tree ” is spoken, vriksatva alone is understood. For, 
the mango tree cannot exist without being a vriksa. Similarly, 
here also, existence of ghata being the quality of ghata, is 
present in ghata only and nowhere else, while the common 
property of astitva is present in all objects. So, when we say 
‘ asti *, all objects whether ghata or ‘pata-a.TQ recognized, as 
each one of them has its own property of existence. But 
when we say “ ghata ” astitva alone is apprehended, because 
ghata has its own satul. 

Now, the Acarya replies to the argument that what has 
already been produced, could not be produced and so on — 

fife ^ T% ^TT^TT ft I 

3Tf ft ft;?T ^g^ft^^rs^ ii?vsvsii(^vs:^H) 

K^im tarn jayam ti mai jaya’jao-bhayam pi jadajayam 1 
Aha jayam pi na j^am kim na khapupphe viyaro’yam ul77u (1725) 
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[ fk ?Tfg3r5gT-s5rTit-5ii^T?fR i 

m ^ fk ^ ii^v9\9ii 

Kim tajjatauiiti matir-jata’jfito-bhayauiapi yadyajatam « 

Atha jatauiapi na jitam kim na khapuspe vicaro’yam ||177ii (1725)] 

Trans . — 177 If it is believed that neither jaia nor a~jata 
nor jatajata could be produced, what could be produced then ? 
Again, if fata is not jata ( according to you ), why not think 
the same about kha~piispa { also ) V ( 1 723 ) 

5rT^f*rr% 

i ft 

!rmf^ st^j ** ftj ri^ra ? 

?ft i m 

irT?rT^T?rrftft?B5qT«i^ 

^ I 

H^T^i^rsrr^crRr^rTftft^^’TT i 

stq?r> fti^T 3i^iTqTft%^ar ** ftq^ m ” fr^ift- 

si^tr^? l ^ ^ q^q—q^qr ft^^qr 

iq#T?i, ^q q^vnqr^gqjT^^'^^rfTftqmRft lUvsvsii ii 

D. C . — ^Tell me O Vyakia ! what object, according to you, 
could be proved az jata when it has already been denied produc- 
tion AS jata, a-jata or both ? If anything that has been produced, 
is accepted by you s'unyata would be denied on account of its 
very existence and hence alternative questions whether jTtia 
■a-jata or jata jata conld be produced or not, would become useless. 

Again, if a jaia object whicli gives rise to a number of 
alternatives like jata, a-jata etc. is not, admissible to you as 
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jaia and if you take it as a-jata there would be self-contra- 
diction in your argument. Moreover, when existence of stjfata 
object is denied, alternatives likeyata, a-jTxta etc, would become 
useless in absence of their ^'rayas. 

Now, if you admit the above-mentioned alternatives in 
ease of non-existent objects also, you shall have to apply 
those alternatives to the hha-^puspa, which is also non-existent. 
Here, it could not be said that all those alternatives were 
applied by accepting things which were believed as jata> by 
others. Because, it would brino in distinction between sva 
and jL>«ra which violates the principle of s'Tmyatn. 

Moreover, 

gt goft ra ? lUvscii 

Jai savvaha na jayam kirn jammanantaram taduvalambho | 
Puvvam va’nuvalambho puno vi kalantarahayassa ? |1178li (1726) 

^Tsgq^5p«T: 5 ;?^ ? II II ( ) 

Yadi sarvatha na jatam kim janmanantaram tadupalambhah | 
Purvam vS’nupalambhah punarapi kaluntarahatasya f Iil78ii (1726)] 

Trans . — 178 If ( according to you ) it is not produced in 
all respects, why its apprehension after production ? And why 
not before, or after one has been destroyed in future ? (1726). 

3r?nR?rrt U 

? I ^ f%mr% 
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?b^ni sr^ srirRqft’TT- 

m It \^c II ( ) 11 

D. C . — If according to your s'unyata-vacla, objects like 
ghata are not altogether produced, how is it that ghata which 
is not apprehended in the state of a lump of earth, is appre- 
hended when produced by nimittas like potter etc ? And why 
is the ghata not apprehended before its production or after its 
being broken by the hit of a stick etc ? If objects like ghata 
were altogether a-jfcita, like khapuspa they would never be 
apprehended at all. And, the quality of being apprehensible at 
one time and n on-apprehensible at the other, is })ossible only 
in case of a jata object. 178 ( 1726). 

Besides, 

T ^ rf^T I 

3»f 311^ ra ^ srcT gvomr ? ii?v9^ii(tvs!^vs) 

Jaha savvaha na jayam jayam sunnavayanam taha bhava i 
Aha jayam pi na jayam payasiya sunnaya kena ? iil79ii ( 1727) 

[ ^ STT^ I 

3r«r srr^nn ^ ^?ti ? ii ii 

Yatha sarvatha na jatam jatam Sunyavacanam tatha bhavah i 
Atha jatamapi na jatam prakasita sunyata kena { || 179 || ( 1727 ) ] 

Trans. — 179 Just as the assertion about sunyata is jata, 
even though not produced altogether, so also, other objects 
( should be taken as jata ). Again, if Jata were denied to 
have been produced, by what means would the sunyata be 
manifested ? ( 1727 ). 


5r^T^«»r aifq 
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f^JfT h 

f^ ii W n ( ) i* 

JD. 0 . — Just as the statement as well as knowledge that 
everything is s'unya are accepted as having been produced in 
any way whatsoever, in the same way, other objects such as 
ghuta, pato etc. should also be taken as jata. And, if you 
accept vijiiana and vacana about s'unyata to be a— jata, how 
would you be able to express s'unycvta without the help of 
vijiiana or vacana, about it ? Hence, s'unyata is not acceptible 
in any way. 179 ( 1727 ). 

Also, 

^ HffT fif% 

^ f% ^ f ^ { 

^TnTT5TT3TT fl f% WMW 

^ ’BffT II U 

m qsfwnfq; (i ii ( ) 

Jayai jayamajayam jayajayaniaha jayamanam ca i 
Kajjamiha vivakkhae na jayae savvaha kimci ii 180 ii ( 1728 ) 

I^Ovi tti jai jao kumbho samthanao punarajao i 
Jayajao dohi vi tassamayam jayamano tti li 181 ( 1729 ) 

Puvvakao u ghadataya para pajjaehim tadubhaehim ca I 
Jayanto ya padataya na jayae savvaha kumbho ii 182 ii (1730) 



V&da ] Ganadharav&da •: 239 ;• 

Vo'mai niccaiayam na jayae tena savvaha somma ! | 

lya davvataya savvam bhayanijjam pajjavagaie n 183 II ( 1731 ) 

^ ’^rl’sn ii ii ( ) 

5rra:f«T: s^^ms l 

sTT^sTT^ # ii ii ( 

^ ^«rT ii IcR ii ( ?4>^o ) 

^ ^IsfT ! I 

ii ii ) 

Jayate jatamajatam jatajatamatha jayamanam ca | 

Karyamilia vivaksaya ua jayate sarvatha kiincit li 180 || (1728)] 

Rupiti jayate jatah kuuibhah samsthaiiatah punarajatah i 
Jatajato dvabhyamapi tatsamayaiu jayamana iti ii 181 II ( 1729 )] 

Purvakritastu ghatataya paraparyayaistadnbhayaisca i 
Jayauianasoa patataya na jayate sarvatha kuuibhah Itl82|| (1730)] 

Vyoiuadi nityajatam na jayate tena sarvatha saumya ! i 

Iti dravyataya sarvam bhajaniyaiu paryavagatya II 183 || ( 1731 )] 

Trans. — 180-183 Jata, a-jatUy jaiajaia, as well as the 
jayamana objects are produced in this world on account of 
various causes, ( but ) nothing is produced in perfection. The 
jata (kumbha) is produced, since it has form; the a-Jata kiimbha 
is produced because of shape; the JataJaia ( is produced ) even 
by both, and the jayarmna ( is also produced ) because the 
process of production takes place in the present tense. But a 
kumbha which has been produced before, could never be 
produced on account of ghatata or ( by means of ) the chara- 
cteristics of other ( objects ) or by means of both; and the 
jayamana kumbha could also never be produced on occouut 
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of pataM. Again sky etc. could also never be produced as 
they are nityajata. Hence, O Saumya ! nothing could be 
produced as a substance ( but ) everything should be taken 
according to the surrounding characteristics. ( 1728-1731 ). 

T%TTfq to 

fra I 3r«T ^«rT^iT5fif?:«irTR — 

Jimfq tor;, to to^ 

fR^t I 5;?: ^ IT^RT^ TO^, ^Rq^T- 

I %ra STRRfq 

qqjTRRT 5fr?rRi€t qq ^z^^ I qqr, sf# 

feqT3qq%¥qqTqqqq qq Rqr- 
^5[RT^ qRqq qqqiqqqq sriqqRt ^rq^ i qqqr ^rigr- 
s^riqTRq^Tltq TO^ I f% ? frqif — “ 3 fRfff 

qqf^R^ qft q^qqr srraT-ssrTqrfqfq^Rrat qRR%- 
5iTfq q qiq^, q5%q ^rTTOrq; i q^qqq q qR^ ? i 
q, fRTf-^* qrq^qfl fq qqr, q^rftql: qRqf^q qqt q 
TO^, Rqqfqiqf qiTOTq; , q^qqtqq rrqq; ^qiR- 
qqqR I R-q^qq|q: qq^qq^t q qrq^, qraT-sqrqq^-^qffqqT- 
qqfqra qrq: I 

qqr, qRqr^sfq qiqrqT%qT^qq^ qqqqr q^t q qRq, 
q^qqqi TORqqqqR i q%^ qj q qra^, qrltM- 
epqqfq q qrq^ t frqtq — ^qrlRirq q %q^ q,%^ 
q^ qqqqr q qrq^, qqi s^qi^ q ^q qq^ntq ^q I qqqi 
qrarrqfq: ql^fq q^1[q qR^, ^q f%q; ? fr^ra— %q fqRTO 
qqqrsqf^qqq;, Igsq^fq^qq^iqq;, RRTOrqiqq qiqq fR^ti 
qqjTOT^^qqfRsqi^q qRqqiqq^qqif-^ f^Rirq ’ fr^^- 
qqjT^q qiqft qj-qq-s^qnqqj q^ q qR^ 
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TOt I 

^ srm^, sr^fm 3 ^ 

»TTO?I^ ^ ^tsrt i 

D. C . — Several objects like gJuita which have once been 
jata in this world, could be produced by reason of their rwpatva. 
Before the rupa of ghata is produced, the rupa of earth is 
already there and hence the gJmta which is jMa to the apeksji, 
of rupitva is produced in this way. Thereafter, ghata is a-jata 
as far as shape is considered. When it takes the shape in 
course of production, the a-jTita ghaUi comes into existence. 
The jatajatii ghata is produced in both the way a -rupitva as 
well as the akara. Moreover, ghata which is jityarnTma is pro- 
duced only during the present tense. The past having already 
vanished and future having not yet come, the process of being 
produced takes place only during the |)resent tense. 

There are several objects of peculiar types which do not 
go under any of the above-mentioned categories, c. g. A ghata 
which has already l)een produced in the past, could never be 
produced as a ghata again in any of the above-stated ways. 
Secondly, ghata could not be produced on account of the 
characteristics of other objects like pata etc. As ghata has 
its own process of production and characteristics, it could not 
be produced like an existent or a non-existent kharas'rriga. 
Thirdly, ghata which is being produced during the present 
time, could never be produced as pata etc. For, karya which 
is being produced as ghata etc. could never be produced as an 
absolutely different object like So, all objects e.g., ghata, 

ptaUt, akas'a etc., could not be produced in the form of subs- 
tance as they are primarily made in that state. But, as far 
as paryaya is concerned, all are said to have been produced. 



•: 242 ;• Jinabhadra Gani's [ The fourth 

In reply to the question viz. “ Since everything is made 
up of some sort of materials, how could those materials exist 
in the midst of all-pervading negation ? ” the Adarya states — 

uwftrf ^ hi, i 

V H Be ? ii?c8ii (K'svO 

Disai saniaggimayam savvamiha tthi na ya sa, nanu viruddham I 
Qheppai va na paccakkham kim kaccaparoma samaggi?lll84ii(1732) 

[ f 5^^ ^ ^ *n, ^ i 

^ ^ I II II ( ) 

Drsyate Samagrimayam sarvamihasti na ca sa, nanu viruddham t 
Grihyate va na pratyaksam kiiu kacchaparomasainagri ? II 184 II ] 

Trans . — 184 All ( objects ) in this world appear as con- 
sisting of ( some sort of ) materials ; but, in fact, reverse is 
the case, ( as ) those materials do not exist. Or, if it is acce- 
pted, why is the ingredient of the hair of a tortoise not 
perceptible to the senses ? ( 1 732 ) 

f 

^ mm I 

II n I ^ra i 

II II ( ) II 

1) C . — Vyakta : — All objects are composed of some sort of 
siimagri in this world. But in the midst of sarvasunyaia, 
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samagrt, too, does not exist, because everything becomes s'unya 
at the end. 

Bhagavan : — This belief of yours O VyaMa ! is totally 
wrong. For, constituents like kantha^ ostha^ t^lu etc, which 
form samagrt as well as vacana are directly perceptible. Hence, 
how could the existence of samagrt be denied ? 

Vyakta : — One could perceive even an a~vidyan\d,na object 
on account of kania, svapna, hhaya, uunidda, or a-vidya, but in 
fact that does not exist. 

Bhagavan : — If it is so, O Vyakta ! why is the samagrt 
that produces the hair of a tortoise not produced ? A-vidya- 
mTinaid is common in both the cases. So, either this samugrt 
should be apprehended like the samagrt that produces vaoana 
or both should not be apprehended. Or, why should not the 
fault of v’qiary'jbya ( contrariety ) take place when the samagrt 
that produces the hair of a tortoise is apprehended and the 
one that produces vacana is not ? 

But, 

^ gwir i 

Riei %<ii «{^3i ^ 

Samaggimao vatta vayanam catthi jai to kao sunnam I 
Aha natlhi kena bhaniam vayanabhave suyam kena ? !il85n(l7.I3) 

[ I 

m ? ii UMI ( ) 

Samagrimayo vakta vacanam casti yadi tatah kiitah .sunyam i 
Atha niisti kena bhanitam vaeanabhave srntam kena i Iil85ii(1733)] 

Jrgns . — 185 And, if the speaker-accompanied by a group 
of constituent parts-as well as the speech exist, whence is 
the shnyata ( produced ) ? On the other hand, if they do not 
exist, in absence of ( speaker as w'ell as ) words, by whom 
is the §unyata pronounced (and) by whom is (it) heard ? ( 1733 ) 
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^ ^ ? I 

3r*rE^?qt^^, ? i 

5r ^i, gff ^-^’^5rT«TT% ^51 ^ifM ?— 5T I 

( ?V9^^ ) II 

D. C.—Are the speaker-possessed of a group of consti- 
tuents like heart, head, throat, lips, palate, tongue etc. and 
the speech, existing or not '{ If they are, sunyata will no more 
be existing on account of the very fact that they exist. If they 
are not, in absence of the speaker and speech there will be none 
to announce that the world is s'unya. Moreover, in the midst 
of all being non-existent, neither the object to be proved will 
exist nor will there be anyone to hear that s'unya vacana. 

Also, 

^ ^ sr ^ ^ ?fi fr i 

wm at ar ? it ii 

5if arat^ 3T§;ti%q a i 

sjsgaaa ra a af aiaia faW lUcvsii 

Jenam ceva na valtil vayanani va to na santi vayanijja I 
Bhava to sunnamidatn vayanamidam saccamaliyam va ?ii 18611(1734) 

Jai saccam nabliavo ahaliyam na ppamanameyam ti i 
Abbluivagayam ti va mai nabhave juttameyam ti ii 18711(1735) 

[ ^ sfT ^ ^ I 

U\ II 

m ii ii ( ?v9^h ) 
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Yenaiva na vakta vaoanam va tato na santi vacaniyah i 
Bhav&statah Sunyamidam Tnoanamidam satyanialtkam va (|l86li ] 
Yadi satyam nabhavo’thalikam na praiiianainetaditi i 
Abhyupagatamiti vaiuati r~nabhave ynktametaditi |I187|| (1735)] 

7>a«s.— 186-187 ( An opponenent may argue that ) 
“ Just as a speaker or speech does not exist, the objects 
( that are ) to be expressed will be non-existent ( and hence ) 
this ( world ) is also non-existent. ” Is this statement true or 
false ? If it is true, there will be no negation and if it is false, 
that will no longer be a ground of assurance. 

Or, if you believed that sunyata is anyhow arrived at, it 
is not proper ( to do so ) in ( the midst of all-pervading ) 
negation. ( 1734-1735 ) 

3r^: i 

grg[ ? i 

^5!IT 5^^rfT5r!%»TT?^ 

vrqgir 

\^^\) II 

D. C. — Vyakta — Now that vukM and varana have been 
established as s'unya, the vacanhja hhavas will also be s'unya 
on account of the same reason. So, ultimately, the whole 
world is non-existent in all respects. 

Bhagavan: — If it is so, 0 Vyakta! I ask you a question: 
Is that statement which proves the non-existence of vahtTi^ 
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vacana, and the vticanXya bJiavas true or false ? If it is true, 
the ahfiava of the above — mentioned objects could not be 
attained on account of its own existence. And if it is false, 
the statement will cease to be a pramana to establish s unyat^. 
Thus, it is not possible to establish s'unyatZi in either of the 
two ways. 

Vyaha : — But the statement which establishes s'unyaia 
has anyhow been accepted by us. Our vacana is therefore 
authentic and s'unydta has undoubtedly been established. 

Bhagavan : — That is not true, 0 Vyakta ! For, in accepting 
the above — mentioned statement, the same fault will arise 
when you ask the cpiestion as to whether that vacana is 
true or false and so on. Moreover, you cannot accept the 
unless the person who accepts the vacana to be accepted 
and the acceptance itself are existent. 

The theory of sarvas imyntci seems unfounded from this 
point of view also. 

Moreover, 

ft sr ^ ft ftirfti ? i 

Sikayasu kim na taillam samaggiu tilesu vi kimatthi ? i 
kim va na savvam sijjhai samaggiu khapupphanam ? ti 1(S8||( 1736) 

Sikatasu kim na tailam samagritastilesvapi kimasti ? i 

Kim va na sarvam siddhyati sfunagritah khapuspanain ||188|| (1736)] 

Trans. — 188 Why is Ihe oil not ( manuladiired" ) from 
the materials like sands and why from sesamum seeds only V 
Or, why not everything be attained from the materials of 
khapuspas ( only ) ? ( J 736 ). 
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5f ^^f^, ^r ^ l\fk^ 

5T T%«^^ ? I ^ srraf^^^^ncar- 

5fT«?R^rrinft^j f^?5 

?r 5Rf2[T% II II II 

D. C. — In case of all objects being taken as non-existent, 
the entire course of loka-vyavahara will be violated. If all 
the objects are of the same type — viz., that of absolute nega- 
tion — how is it that oil is manufactured only from the samagri 
of sesamum seeds and not from the materials like sand-parti- 
cles etc. ? Or, if there is all-pervading negation, why not 
all the objects be attained from the samagri of khajmspas 
alone ? The fact that it never ha[)pens like this in the world, 
leads us to believe that the world is not s'uuya. 

And, 

w ?imf’»aar %n?jrs# i 

3?f di ft H vraiw ii?«mi(?«^vs) 

Savvam saiiitiggimayam neganto’yatn jao’nurapacso i 

Aha so vi sappacso jatlhavaltha sa paranianu li IHOii ( 1717 ) 

3r«f ^ il M II ( ) 

Sarvam siimagrimayam naikanto’yam yato’nurapradcsah | 

Atha so'pi sa pradeso yatravastha sa paramaiiuli |il89|| (1.737) ] 

Trans. — 189 That everything should be produced from a 
group of materials is not the one inevitable ( rule ) because 
atom docs not occupy space. But ( if even that occupies 
space according to you ) wherever it resides there is a 
molecule. ( 1737 ) 
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^jnfrsr?^: ? i arf^* ^rqT%w*i»^F^; 3% ^ 

gf«?r I 

i^^-^FT-TF’lt ili:^?i: ^T^T%w«? II ni 

wwq^RSRr:, 

^ ^ ^rr^riftsF^R^^r sqff^^F %fh 

II II ( ) II 

D. O . — There cannot be a general rule that each and 
every object should be produced from samayrt. For, objects 
composed of two or more atoms could be produced from the 
samagrtyf those atoms, but a pavama/m by itself does never 
occupy space, and hence could never be produced from any 
aamagri. This paramanu is produced only from karya-liiiga, 
as it is said — 

Murtair-aiiurapradesah karanamantyam bhavet tatha nityah I 
Ekarasa-varna-gandho dvisparsah karyalihgasca ii 

But if you believe this pammanw to occupy space, wherever 
you apprehend paramiinu there would be ami till ultimately 
it would be absolutely vacant, where nothing but parmanw not 
produced from any samagrt would be found. 

Ciruf uwPwq ^ ?nmt i 

life ^cnuww^ f^'cnotfdd ii ?'\o ii (^'S^c) 

Disai saniaggimayani na yanavo santi nanu viruddhamidam ii 
KiiTi vanunamabhave nipphannaminam khapupphehini iil90ll(1738) 

^ srrsoT^imKnl ^5^: ? ii n ( ) 
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Dri^yate s&magrtmayam na canavah santi nanu viruddhamidain i 
Kim vanunamabhave nispannamidam khapuspaih ill90|| (1738) ] 

Trans. — 190 It is really contradictory ( to believe ) that 
what is produced by materials is seen and that atoms do not 
exist. Or, is it that, in absence of atoms, { all ) this is produced 
by means of ( mere ) khapuspa ? { 1 738 ). 

i ft ^Jifq 

mmm lft ii \\<> ii ( \^\c ) ii 

D. C. — If you are to state that those that are not 
scimagrijanya are not paramwius at all, your own statement 
will be contradicting itself. It has already been said that 
everything which is sTtmagrimaya is apprehensible. Again, 
all that you have accepted as samo^gTlmaya or samagrij<mya 
in this world, is nothing: but a collection of atoms. Thus, 
when you establish the existence of atoms by your own words, 
you cannot call them non-existent, in any case. And, if you 
call those atoms non-existent, should the objects like yh<ita, 
2ja^ etc, be taken to have been produced from the non-existent 
objects like khapuspa etc. ? Because if paramanu is absent, a 
saniagrt like inritpind^x would also be absent. So, when you 
assert that samagrtmaya is apprehended, the paramunus that 
form this samagri are automatically established as existent. 

Now, in reply to the argument prima facie that since 



•: 250 :• Jinabhadra Ga^i's [ The fourth 

rear portion is not perceptible and since front portion is very 
minute, everything is s'unya,^ the author indicates— 

Desassarabhagc) gheppai na ya so tti nanu viruddhamirtarn i 
Savvabhavc vi na so gheppai kim kharavisanassa (1739) 

^ ^ ? ii ii ( ) 

Desasyaradbhago grihyate na ca sa iti nanu viruddhamidam i 
Sarvabh&ve’pi na sa grihyate kim kharavisanasya ? lllOllI (1739) ] 

7>fl!//s. -191 To say that the foremost portion of a visible 
object is perceptible but it does not exist, is really contradictory. 
( For ) even in the midst of all-pervading negation, why is the 
front part of the horn of an ass not perceived V ( 1739 ) 

STRT^m^g ’Tt !TTgTUif%^ 

” ifd I ^ ^ %fh i 

%gi ti5[gTf»g, mt 
3rRT5cr«Tt h girg ? i 

qt ^ t ii n ( ) n 

JJ. 0. — It has been said before that only a front part of 
H visible object is jjerceived and not the rear [)art. This front 
})art is, in cornparision with other parts in the rear, very sukima 
and hence that too becomes non-existent. This statement is 
self-contradieting. For, to say that it is perceptible but it 
does not exist, is absurd. 

Here, if it is said, that in the midst of sarvabhava it is 


f Vide verse 1696. 
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perceptible because of bhrarUi, that is also not proper. For, 
since abhava is cousmon everywhere, why is the front part of 
non-existent objects like the horn of an ass etc., not appre- 
hended ? Or, how does it not happen that the front part of 
objects like kharavimna etc. be apprehended and that of objects 
like ghata, pata etc. not apprehended ? 

Moreover, 

HTOwir ft t %*i^Hi iiT ft i 
ft w ^ qvwwftftO ? im’ci (two) 

Parabhagadarisanao narabh%o vi kimanumanam ti i 
Arabhagaggahane kirn va na parabhagasamsiddhi ? ill 92ii (1740) 

[ 5IT^I5[mtsfq I 

^ ? ii ii ( ) 

Parabhagadarsanato narUdbhago’pi kinuinumanamiti i 
Arudbhagagrahane kiui va na parabhagasamsiddhih ? ||192||(1740) ] 

Trans. 192 On account of the rear part being imperce- 
ptible, what aniimana ( is held ) in case of even the front part 
( being imperceptible ) V Or, is it that the rear part is not 
apprehended when the front part is apprehended? { 1740) 

? I 

3T TOI»TT??J5IHT^5rT^T5a«Ttsqitg5?T: | 

^RtffnngiTR srRitriJtRT^ ” 

aTTTOnri^ m !T ? 3rf? g tT«nff~ 
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wnt ^ ^ 

rr^?i5qiT^[?iTnj, ^ 3r^^?r?#>5r^: «Rmnts- 

I 3rRT^JT^^Ts«q?q 3{nT^m: 

fr^rr^ , ^T^rg; »T?r?^Tg'^^5fTnT:” m i 

^ II II ( ?V9«o ) i| 

I). 0 . — What anumamt do you hold when you assert that 
front part is also unapprehensible because of the rear part 
being so ? For, how could you deny the existence of front 
part which is pratyaksa to you like the heat of fire ? 

It is proper to believe that front portion could exist only 
if the rear portion be existing and not otherwise. Since the 
front portion is existent to the apeksa of the rear one, jndna 
about the rear portion will have to be derived from the front 
portion by moans of anumana. But from this it is absolutely 
inconsistent to conclude that front portion is not, perceived 
because the rear one is not seen. 

Even the commentator asserts in this connection that 
when the front portion is seen we can infer the rear one e. g. 
A visible object has its rear portion apprehended because its 
front portion which is connected with the rear one is appre- 
hended. It follows from this that an object which has one 
portion perceptible contains another portion also. Objects like 
gluxta, pata etc., must contain rear portions since their front 
ones are easily apprehended. 

Again, the idea of the foremost part from the successive 
front portions will not fit your anwnana. As the rear part is 
a-vidyamana, the inference of foremost part being so is 
absolutely improper. Really speaking, the front part is 
perceptible in this case, and the inference of rear portion 
being vidyamana is correct. 

Again, 
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ft ^ I 

3iK-qT-*i3fr«Ri qftqooit 3if h gwipn ^ i 
siwiftquoly ft q;r ftii^quii »jR;ft?jtoRH ? 

«wraft qi^raift ft si qinift i 

^WPifoi q SI ft ft qr SI ftq^ ^ ? nUHiK^'ssO 

Savvabhave vi kao ara-para-majjhabhaganan^ittam | 

Aha paramaie bhannai sa-paramaivisesaham katto ? ii 1 93|| (1741) 

Ara-para-majjhabhaga padivanna jai na sunnaya nama | 
Appadivannesii vi ka vigappana kharavisanassa ? II 19411 (1742) 

Savvabhave varabhago kini disae na parabhago i 
Savvagahanam va na kim kini va na vivajiao hoi? ii 195ii (1743) 

[ f ^ 3rRT^-<R-jT«?T¥rnT^Rrr^^ i 

srsifgqilRN ? II UV II 

5rr^i5[R: ^ ? i 

^ ^ WT ^ wlf ? II^^HII (?vs»^) 

Sarvabhave’pi kuta arat-para-nuidhyabhagaiianatvam i 

Atha paramatya bhanyate sva-paraiiiativisesanain kutah 'i II 19311 ] 

Aral- para-iuadhyabhagah pratipanna yadi na sunyata nama | 
Apratipannesvapi ka vikalpana kharavisanasya * Iil94u (1742) ] 

Sarvabhave varadbhagah kim dri^yate na parabhagab | 
Sarvagrahanam oa na kim kim va na viparyayo bhavati 1 IH95ii ] 

7ra«s.-- 193-194-195 Even in the midst of all-pervading 
negation, how could the distinction between front, rear and 
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middle portions exist ? And if it is said so in the opinion of 
others, whence is the distinction between one’s own opinion 
and another’s opinion ? If the front, rear, and the middle portions 
are accepted as existing, there would be no swiyafa at all. 
And, if they are not proved ( to be existing ) why alternatives 
about (non-existent objects like) kharavisana ? Or, in the midst 
of the negation of all objects, why is the front portion appre- 
hended and why not the rear one ? Or, w'hy not absolute 
non- apprehension of both V Or, why not the reverse ( appre- 
hension ) also? ( 1741-1743 ). 

Also, 

^ ff wroif *roi| rRTW t 

^ II 1%'S II (tvsa'i) 

Parabhagadarisanam va phalihainam ti te dhuvam santi | 

Jai va te vi na santa parbhagadarisana maheii ? ii 196 ii ( 1744) 

Savvadarisanau cciya na bhannaikisa bhanai tannama I 
Puvvabbhuvagayahani paccakkhavirohao ceva ii 197 ii ( 1745 ) 

^ ii ii ( ?vs«v ) 

II II ( IWa ) 

Parabbiigadarsanaiu va spbatikadinauiiti te dhruvam santi i 
Yadi va te’pi na santab parabbagadarsanauiahetnh iil96ii (1744) ] 

Sarvadar^anata eva na bbanyate kasuiat, bbanati tannama i 
Furvabbyugatabanib pratyaksavirodhataScaiva || 197 || ( 1745 ) ] 

Trans. — 196-197 Or, since the rear portions of ( objects 
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Hk6 ) crystal etc. are seen, they exist without doubt. And, if 
they, too, do not exist ( according to you ), the proposition will 
fail, as the rear portion will not be seen. Why is the reason- 
that nothing could be seen-not stated ? If it is stated, the 
proposition ( which is ) accepted before, will ( constitute ) direct 
contradiction. ( 1744-1745 ) 

^ ^5fTRr- 

i sr^s- 

I5: ?r ? I ‘ ^ m m 

I ? fr^T^~^5iT?fT^5 frd5rlrJTT?f; jR-srq Ig^^ff 

^«fT 55rr ^ 

I^^T toTOssjrlori^iir^^q^? ffl ^\^l i 

*' qT^T% i fl»2f , 

3rR-?R^-Hf^fir^g5[-^2-q^3^5TT JRqif^q 

^01^^ 1^: I ?rgf: qr^5?R?tvi^2? ‘‘ 

I 

m qjr%rf-qg ^q^qTs^Tq'itsfl fqqt^i^ 

IgR’^qq qqi ^‘srRtq: gs?; qqRR?g^qqjrqi^ 

^ irf^^qts^; iqqlsfl 

rr5:f|qiiq q^fq qq^fq qrlg q^qi^rq^Sq qrr%, 
qqTf|.qf5 qtqse^, m^% ^-qqf qrqq^R^ Igqfq- 
'qR I qqg^q;, qq^qq qqiqtq g qqrq q^^ qqRRfqftqq;- 
qfq q qq^, qqissqjiJjg; fr%q sq^sRJ ^^qfq? If g qq 
qn%, ^ qft ? q^gq: m^\y q^qrqrfjqqqfq qq qiflq^ 
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D. C. — Non-existence of each and every object could not 
be proved by virtue of the non -apprehension of rear parts. 
The rear portions of transparent objects like crystal and mica 
are apprehended. Existence of those objects has therefore 
undoubtedly been established. Consequently, non-apprehension 
of all objects can never be proved by means of the hetu that 
rear portions are not seen. 

Here, again, if you contend that sphatika etc. also do not 
exist, your argument that rear portion is not seen will fail and 
hence be invalid, as the rear portions of those objects are 
clearly apprehended. In spite of this faulty argument, if you 
attempt to establish s-i/nyat-a by means ot a widely applicable 
statement that ‘‘ Nothing could be proved to exist as nothing 
is perceived then also, the previous hetu that rear part 
could not be seen, would be violated. Secondly, since village, 
town, river, sea, ghata, patp, etc. are directly apprehensible, 
and hence the heMi will be evidently invalid in that way also. 

The opponent may contend again, that a reason which is 
not applicable to all the instances on the same side can be 
called a logical reason if it is absolutely inapplicable to the 
opposite side. e. g,, s'ahda is a-nitya because it is not 
produced without elFort. But this does not mean that all 
a-nitya objects could not be produced without effort. Because 
objects like lightning, cloud etc. though produced without 
effort are a-nitya. Similarly, here also, rear parts of all the 
objects are not non-apprehensible b\xt as the rear parts of 
several objects are not apprehensible, this lietu leads us to prove 
s'miyaia in them and that is why it is called a correct or 
logical reason t 

But, that is not proper. O Vyakta ! In the heUi mentioned 
above, pervasion of difference is found. Take, for example, the 
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proposition that “ That which is a-nitya, is like aSs’a, 
produced without effort. ” If vyatireka vyapti is applied in 
this case, nothing else but vidyanuinata of an object is inferred 
when dunyaid is not found at all. Moreover, rear part is also 
apprehended in this case. So, O sarvas'unyatdvddirt, ! you 
shall never be able to obtain the vyatireka vyZx'pti, Your hctu 
will, therefore, not remain as a lieAu at all, 

^ II II ( ) 

Natthi para-majjhabhaga apaccakkhattao niai liojja | 

Nanu akkha-lthavatti apaccakkliatlahani vii II 19(S n ( 1746 ) 

ii w ( ) 

Na stah para-niadhyabhagavapratyaksatvato uuiti r-bliavet i 
Nanvaksii’rthapattirapratyaksatvahsinirva ii 1.98 ii ( 1746 )] 

Tram. — 198 If the rear, as well as, middle portions ( of 
an object ) are accepted as non-existent on account of their 
imperceptibility, then either there will be perception of sense- 
organs, as well as, the objects or imperceptibility ( itself ) will 
be violated. ( 1746 ) 

im-m ^ 

sTff: i qm 

qTssqi%: qqi- 

( ) II 
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D. O . — Vyakta: — The rear as well as the middle portions 
of an object do not exist, because they are imperceptible like 
kharavisana. The front parts will also mot exist in that case, 
because their existence depends upon the existence of t^ 
rear ones. This will ultimately lead to the idea of aarvas'unyata. 

Bhagavan: — The argument is not valid. Praiyaksa means 
existing at each of the sense-organs. So, when the hetu 
of a-prat/paksatva is advanced, there would be apprehension 
of sense-organs as well as the objects to bo apprehended, 
and in their apprehension, s'unyata would never be accepted. 
For, if s'unyata is taken along with the Jietu of a~pratyaksatva, 
the hetu itself will prove invalid. Or, say in absence of 
indriya and artha, the practical usage or pratyakm and a-pra- 
tyaksa would never be possible. 

Moreover, 

Atthi apaccakkhain pi hu jaha bhavao samsayaivinnanam • 

Aha natthi sunnaya ka klisa va kenovaladdha va ? Ill99li (1747) 

Astyapratyaksampi khalu yatha bhavatah samsayadivijhanam i 
Atha nasti sunyatii ka kasya va kenopalabdha va ? Ill99li (1747)] 

7'ra«s.— 199 Some object does exist in spite of its being 
imperceptible, just as your apprehension of doubt etc. exist, 
even though it is imperceptible ( to others ). And if that 
(doubt) does not exist, what is that sunyatd? Whose sunyata 
( is that ) V And who has apprehended it ? ( 1747 ) 
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^ wi w^m ^ ^ 5ns^ t t ^^^ m 

imu ^ ?rTf^?r, 
f^jrf^'Tf%J ? ^ II l%% II ( ?V9«\9 ) II 

D. C. — Just as, your apprehension of doubt etc. exists, 
even though it is not perceptible to others, in the same way, 
there are some objects which exist, in spite of their impercep- 
tibility. Middle and rear portions of such objects do exist in 
spite of their a-pratyksatva. Your hetu will, therefore, involve 
the fault of anaikantikatva^ since it has been applicable to 
more than one object. 

Again, if your apprehension of doubt etc., does not exist, 
what would be s'unyaia then ? To whom does that s'unyata 
belong ? And, who has apprehended that s'unyatTi 'i The doubt, 
therefore, must exist. Otherwise, who else will raise the doubt 
about the existence of vidymnana objects like village, town, etc. ? 

After refuting the idea of s unyukt, the BhagavTm now tries 
to establish the existence of elements like 'prithvi etc, in the 
following way : — 

!T I 

^ ii ho® ii 

Paccakkhesu na jutto tuha bhumi-jala’-nalesu samdeho | 
Anila-”gasesu bhave so’vi na jutto’numanao ll 200 ll ( 1748 ) 

[ 51 I 

;r 5€ts3iTT5iig; ll =?oo n 

PratyaUsesu na yuktastava bhumi-jahWnalesu samdehah i 
Anila-”kaSayor-bhavet so’pi na yukto’numanat || 200 ii (1748) J 

Trans. — 200 Your doubt about the objects like earth, 
water, and fire, is not proper, because they are (directly) per- 
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ceptible ( to 1he senses ). That ( doubt ) is out of place in the 
case of wind as well as sky also by virtue of anumana. (1748) 

5 ^:, I srf^sf^ 

^ 3^: I ^^3 srte-ss^T^^^jR^- 

^ iRooii 

( ?V9»<i ) II 

D. 0 . — Just as, in the case of your own body, you cannot 
raise doubt, so in the case of pratyaksa objects such as bhumi 
( eartlj ), jala ( water ), and anala ( fire ) also you should not 
raise doubt. Moreover, you cannot entertain doubt about vayu 
( wind ), and TikTis'tx (space), also because they are established 
by means of anumatut. 

Here is the anumana about wind, 

3rf^«f 3?^??n'nfq'ER^rjnfof girft goi^sit i 

f gofr ^ ^ ii^ioUKt'ss^) 

All hi adisapaiyapharisanainam guni gimattanao | 

l(uvassa ghado vva guni jo tesim so’nilo niiina iiZOl ll (1749) 

31 ft \\^o\ II ( ) 

Astyadrisyapaditaspursanadinam guni gunatvatah | 

llupusya gliata iva guni yastesilm so’nilo nama ||201ll (1749) ] 

Trans. — 201 Just as ghata is the object possessing the 
the property of tTipa, wind is said to be ( an element ) consisting 
of properties, like a sense of touch, etc. produced by some 
invisible ( force ). ( 1749 ) 
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Vada ] 


ft f tigoTT tsr^, ^ 9on^ mtt 

II II ( ) II 

D. C. — Properties like spars'a, s'ahda, svasthya and 
kampa are produced by means of some invisible force. Now, 
since these properties appear as existing in vdyu ( wind ), 
vayu is said to possess those properties, just as ghata, possesses 
the property of rupa. 

The anunidna to establish dkas'a is this 


3?{^ ifwn ^ f i 

^ wnoi wii H ^ ^ ! grs u sio^ ii (<vs>io) 

Atthi vasuhaibhanam toyassa ghado vva multimattao i 
Jam bhuyanam bhanam tarn vomam Yalta ! suvvattam || 202 ii 

Asti vasudhiidibhajanam toyasya gliata iva murtimattvat i 
Yad bhutanam bhajanam tad vyoma Vyakta ! suvyaktam |t202|| ] 

Trans . — 202 Just as ghata becomes the receptacle of 
of water, so there is a receptacle for earth etc. also. The 
receptacle of ( those ) elements is nothing but dkdsa. ( 1750) 

I 95^ 

1 

5r^«i:-ft^HR^T3r;iT mv, 

TRsft^ftft II Ro^ II ( ) 

Z>. O. — Earth, water, fire, and wind have their «(Z/td7’as of the 
type of the ghata full of water on account of their being corporeal. 
This adhara^ O Vyakta ! is well known as Ttk'ts'a, Since prithvi 
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has its hhajdna vidyamdna on account of its murtatva like 
water, water has also the hhdjana same as that of fire, and 
the fire in turn has the one similar to that of wind, which 
ultimately will have the same one as prithvi. 

Having established the existence of all the five elements 
the Acarya now concludes : — 

it ii ( ) 

Evam paccakkhaipamanasiddhaim somma I padivajja 1 
Jiva-sariraharavaogadhammaim bhuyaim ii 203 ii { 1 757 ) 

^ir ii ii ( ) 

Evam pratyaksadipram&nasiddhani saiimya ! pratipadyasva | 
Jiva-Sariradharopayogadharmani bhutani || 203 ii ( 1751 ) ] 

Trans. — 203 So, O Sail my a ! accept those bhutas that 
have jiva and sarira as their adharas along with the property 
of common usage to have been established by means of 
evidences such as those perceptible by senses etc. 

Now, the bhutas are established as animate in this way: — 

afeift3iisH55iTOtoiif I 
^ ^ Hsft# 11 II 

K^iha sajivaim mai tallirigao’nilavasanaim | 

Vomam vimuttibhavadadharo ceva na sa-jivam il 204 ii (1752) 

^ II II ( ) 

Kathain sa-jivani matistallirig&danilavasanani i 

A^yoma vimurtibbavadadhara eva na sa-jivam || 204 ii ( 1752 )] 
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Trans.~ZM { The opponent may ask ) How are they 
animate ? ( The answer is ) — Bhutas ending at vayu are 
animate on account of ( their possessing ) that xharacteristic. 
The sky being incorporeal by itself is merely a support ( and 
hence ) it is not animate. 

I 

^rnrf^ i 

D. C . — Vyakta :-~Iio’w are the hhutas sajiva as they exist 
along with jiva ? 

The Acarya : — Prithvl, j(da, agni, and vTiyit are sa-jiva 
because they possess the characteristics of Jiva. But the sky 
is not sa-jiva since it is a-murta and hence it acts merely 
as an lidhara. 

The living characteristic of yritkvi can be laid down 
as follows ; — 

^ frtft f ri# irosh(?v3h^) 

Jamma-jara-jivana-marana-rohana-iiara-dohala-mayao i 
Roga -tigicchaihi ya nari vva sa-ceyana taravo ii 205 ti { 1 753 ) 

Janma-jara-jtvana-marania-rohana-”hara-dauhruda-”mayatah i 
Roga-cikitsadibhiSca nariva sa-cetanastaravah II 205 ii (1753) ] 

Trans. — 205 Trees like woman are living { beings ) by 
reason of ( their having ) birth, old age, life, death, growth, 
hunger, desire, disease and its diagnosis etc. 
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** 1% srRff T I 

»n[or-?i?r#fon-ssf ** # 

Igj I ^ tgTrcr: i 3r%5%- 

5f %?r^ ?i%OTi;j 

I ^r%?RfewTf^ 3r?nT^?3q55- 

^e^^f 3r^ ?T35^f^ ^3 fsT^^lWR, 3 3^- 

ii ii ( t's^^ ) 

D. G . — Trees are sa-cetana like woman. Because, like 
woman, they possess the liring characteristics such as jaiima- 
jara’-jxvana-marana etc. Some one might argue that this 
rule could be applied to the lifeless objects also. Because, 
several characteristics like life, death, etc. are very well 
applied to the lifeless objects as well, when it is said that 
“curds is produced ” or “ ( effect of) that poison is still alive ” 
or ( intoxication of ) sahlowert is dead ” and so on oven 
though the objects mentioned there-in, are lifeless. 

The argument mentioned above is not justified since all 
the characteristics of cctmba are residing in the animate objects 
as their innate qualities. But in the case of lifeless objects, 
those characteristics are rarely applied and that too in a 
particular sense and not as a rule, 

si35!K3k IKovsii (?v5HH) 


f Popularly known as Kasumha in Kathiawar. 
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Chikkaparoiya chikkamettasankoyao kuliiigo vva I 
Asayasancarao Viyatta ! valliviyanaim || 206 li ( 1754 ) 

^ammadao ya sava-ppaboha-sankoyanaio’bhiinaya i 
Bauladao ya saddaivisayakalovalambhao ii 207 II ( 1755 ) 

I li II ( ) 

II II ( ) 

Spristprarodikah spristaniatrasaukocanatah kviliiiga iva i 
Asrayasancarad Vyakta ! vallivitaiiani || 206 || { 1754 ) ] 

Sauiyadayasca s vapa-prabodha-san kocanadito’bhiinatfih i 
Bakuladayasca sabdadivisaya kalopalambhat li 207 li ( 1755 ) ] 

Trans. — 206-207 For, sensitive plants O Vyakta ! contract 
themselves like worm at the touch ( of others ); clusters of 
creepers spread themselves for support; sanii etc. are supposed 
to contain the properties of sleeping, waking, contraction, etc. 
and hakula etc. contain the properties like sabda etc. and 
( the order of ) time also. ( 1754-1755 ) 

ff%w: i 

^TTOf^f^WJ II Ro\-^o\q II ( ^«HV-?'SH'^)ll 

D. C . — Plants like sjmrs'ajirartjdika contract themselves 
like worm at a slight touch, and hence they are sa-cetana. 
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. So are the creepers spreading over a wall, tree or fence, for 
self-protection. Sami etc. are also sa-oetana, since they have 
the tendency to sleep, wake, or feel shy like Devadatia. Trees 
like hakula, as'oka, kurabaka, viharaka^ campaka, tilaka etc., 
are respectively able to feel the sensations of sahda, rupa, rasa, 
gandha, spars'a etc. Plants like husmandi and Hjapuraka 
feel the longing of a pregnant woman. It is clear, therefore, 
that vanas 2 >ati is sa-cetana. 

Moreover, 

VO 

Maiisaiikuro vva siimanajai-ruvamkurovalambhao | 

Tarugana- vidduma lavano-valadao sasayavattha. ii 208 ii (1756) 

[ Jimrf ^ w^rsrTm^qrf i 

MHiisaiikura iva samtinajatirupahkuropalaiubhat i 
Tarugana-vidnuua-lavano-paladayah svasraya,vastl)ah||208||(l756)] 

Trons. - 2()S Trees, corals, salts, and stones etc. ( are 
alive ) at their own places of production by reason of their 
having a sprout in the form of common generality, similar to 
the sprout of flesh. ( 1756) 

i?qT^5TT 
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II II ( ) II 

D. (7.— Trees, corals, salts, and stones etc, are sa-cetana 
at their own places of production. Because, the sprouts of 
these objects spring up again and again like the sprout of 
flesh springing up in the case of disease of piles etc. 

Vyakta : — Really speaking, you had started to establish 
sa-cetanatva in the elements like prithvt etc. Then, what is 
the idea in proving sa-cetanatva first in the case of vanaspati 
and then in the case of lirithvl f 

Bhagavana : — Vanaspati is nothing but a form of prithvi. 
Hence, out of the five hhHitas, vanaspati resides only in prithvt. 
Moreover, the spirit of life is not so clearly manifested in 
stones etc. as it has been in case of vanaspati. For this 
reason 0 VyaJcta ! Caitanya is established first in vanaspati 
and then in 

Now, the sa-c<itanatva of water is established — 

^ 11 11 (%' s ' vs ) 

Bliumikkhayasabhaviyasambhavao dadduro vva jalamuttam l 
Ahava maccho va sabhavavomasambhuyapayao 11 209 II ( 1 757 ) 

mm ii it ( ) 

Bhumiksatusvabhuvikasambhavato daninra iva jalamuktam 1 
Athav^ matsya iva svaVihavavyomasambhutap&tat || 209 11 (1757) ] 

Trans . — 209 Water springing up naturally by digging the 
earth is said to be living like a frog; or, by reason of its 
falling naturally from the sky, water is living like a fish. (1757) 
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ii ii ( ii 

D. C. — Water springing from earth when dug out of it, is 
sa~cetana like a frog; or, that which falls from the sky as 
natural rains, is also called sa-oetana since it comes from 
vik(ira» like cloud etc. 

Fire, as well as, wind can also be taken as sa-cetana in 
this way : — 

3W55i snfKtaft ii=i?oii (tvs^c) 

Apprapperiyatiriyaniyamiya deggamanao’nilo go vva I 
Analo aliarao viddhi-vigarova-lambhao ll 210 ll ( 1758 ) 

SITfRTi; ll II ( l^\C ) 

Aparapreritatiryganiyamitadiggaiuanato’nilo gauriva i 
Auala abarad vriddhi-vikaropalambbtU ll 210 ll ( 1758 ) ] 

Trans.--2\0 Wind is ( alive ) like a cow on account of 
its moving to and fro in various directions without being impelled 
by others. Fire ( is sa-cetana ) because it has attained growth 
as w^ell as variety of forms by means of food. ( 1758 ) 

^ 15 :, 3r«T^Rr%Rr^»if5!?TTHgf^T*HRT?t» i 
|i% II ll ( ) 

D. C . — Wind has life as it moves in all directions without 
the help of any external agency. Fire is also sa-jtva us it is 
alle to grow and manifest various forms by the help of iihara. 
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?RqraR«if?nw II II (tvsH^) 

Tanavo’nabbhaivigaramuttajaittao’nilantaim i 
Satthasatthahayao nijjiva-sa-jivaruvao ii 2 1 1 ii ( 1 759 ) 

\\W II ( ) 

Tanavo'nabhradivikaraniurtajatitvato’nilfintani i 
^astra-^astrahata nirjiva-sa-jiva rupah ll 211 |i ( 1759)] 

Trans. — 2 1 1 [bodies ( made of the four hhutas ) ending 
at vayii though different from forms like clouds etc. become 
lifeless when smashed by weapons and alive when free from 
weapons on account of their corporeal form. ( 1759 ) 

I 3lHTf^f^5RT^5 

I ?ir^’Tfg[T fHsffqfT:, 

ii n ( ) 

D. C. — Objects made of hhutas like prithvi Jala, and 

vayu are distinguished from objects like clouds etc. on account 
of their definite corporeal forms. Hence, these bodies are alive 
when free from the attack of any weapon, hut they at onoe 
become lifeless when smashed by weapons. 

Bhntas like etc. cun he proved as living in another 

way also : — 

^wT ! 3i*kT Jifir n i 

^tirr H %fn^r %fd iiHt^iiiO^^o) 
% ^ ^fr qr ^ot i 

dNi ^ ^sv¥d ii ii (tvs^?) 
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Sijjhanti Somma ! bahuso jiva navasattasambhavo navi ya i 
Parimiyadeso logo na santi cegindiya jesim II 212 II ( 1760 ) 

Te sim bhavavicchitti pavai nettha ya sa jao tena i 
Siddhamananta jiva bhuyahara ya te’vassam II 213 ii ( 1761 ) 

ii rkr ii 

5n^ ^ m i 

II II ( ) 

Sidhyanti Saumya ! bahulio jiva navasttvasambhavo napi oa I 
Parimitadeso loko na santi caikendriyam yesam |i212ii (1760) ] 

Tesam bhavavicchittih prapnoti ca sa yatastena i 
Siddhamananta jtva bhutadharaiica te’vaSyam ii 213 ti ( 1761 ) ] 

Trans. — 2 1 2-2 1 3 Many a jiva, O Saumya ! attains moksa 
and there is no possibility of new jlvas ( to be born ). The 
world is limited. So, those according to whom, plants etc. 
do not exist, will have the whole mundane world destroyed. 
But {ca) that is not desirable. Hence it is definitely proved 
that they ( /. e. plants etc ) are the endless Jlvas with bhUtas 
as their supports ( 1760-1761 ) 

I ^ 

^ I ^ 

I ^ ^ ^^rmi i ^ ^ 

( ) II 

D. O . — Since many jtvas attain rnokm there is no possibi- 
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lity of new sattvas to be born. Moreover, this world is limited 
in space. It is natural, therefore, that there will be a small 
number of depending upon it. Under these circumstances, 
if one believes that plants etc. are not sa-cetmia, the whole 
of the mundane world will have to cease existing in no time. 
But that is not desirable in any way. Hence, in order to 
account for the continuity of the mundane world, the continuity 
of the living beings is accepted. Now since all these jiva$ 
are the mundane jivas, they must have bhutas as their s'astras 
( weapons ) and since plants etc. are based on bhutas they 
should also be undoubtedly taken as sa-jiva. 

Now, the opponent’s objection and its refutation— 

H ft ft iR?8ii(tv9^5i) 

Evamahimsabhavo jivaghanam ti iia ya tarn jao’bliihiam | 
Sattliovahayamajivam na ya jivaghanam ti to himso ii214ii(1762) 

^ ^ ggt f|?TT II 5^? V 11 

Evamahimsfi.’bhaV() jivaghanainiti na ca tad yato’bhihitam t 
Sastropahatamajfvam na ca, jivaghanainiti tato hirnsa u214il (1762)] 

I'rans. ~ 2\4 ( The opponent may ask tliat ) Tiiere is 

no possibility of ahinisa in that case on ciccount of the state- 
ment that “ ( the world ) is compact with jivas. ” ( The reply 
is — ) That is not so. It has already been said that one is 
rendered lifeless ( only ) when beaten by weapons. So, himsa 
could never be derived merely from the statement that “ ( the 
world-) is compact with jivas." { 1762 ) 
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D. O. — Vyakta : — If the world is packed with yjvas such 
as prithvt etc. even an ascetic will not be able to follow the 
vow of ahims^f’, as they will least require food etc. which 
they would not obtain without himsa. 

Bhagavana : — For this, it has already been said 0 Vyakta ! 
that prithvt etc. become lifeless when beaten by weapons. 
Thus, when they become a-jiva there is no objection for 
yatis to get their food from them. So, it is not proper to 
deduce hirnsa merely from the statement that the world is 
full of jtvas, 

JVI oreover, 

3if Dfat ft I ftet nsft aiftjut w i 

H ft ft«it (?vs^«) 

Na ya ghayau tti himso nagliayanto tti nicchiyamahimso i 
Na viralajivamahimso na ya jivaghanam ti to himso ii215ll (1763) 

Ahananto vi hu himso dutthattcinao mao ahimaro vva i 
Bahinto na vi himso suddhattanao jaha vijjo ii 216 ii (*1764 ) 

[ ^ ^ ft# i 

H ^ ^ \Rl\\\ 

m f f i 

iriTO^ w II W II ( ) 

Na ca ghataka iti hinisro naghnanniti niscitamahimsrah | 

Na viralajivamhimsro na ca jivaghanauiiti tato himsrah H 215 H ] 
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Aghnannapi khalu himsro dustatvato mato’bhimara iva i 
B&dhamano napi himsrah suddhatvato yatha. vaidyah || 216 || ] 

Trans. — 215-216 One who is destructive, is not ( nece- 
ssarily ) murderous, and one who is not destructive, is not 
certainly non-violent. Nor is one having little jlva, a~himsaka 
and one that is packed with jivas accepted as himsaka. For, 
one is murderous, like a hunter, on account of his wicked 
motive even without killing; while another afflicting others 
with a good purpose, like a physician, is not murderous. 
( 1763-1764 ). 

ft# I ^ ^ 

fi# ^ fm 

II ( ) II 

D. C. — The point is that one committing actual himsa is 
not himsaka because of his <rood motive as in the case of a 

• o 

physician, while another, not actuall}’ committing hi/nsa but 
having wicked {)urpose, is hims<i.ka like a liunter. 

Also, 

flrgrii Rioft ^ hsit i 

fRr ^ ^ at wi >• ( ) 

Pancasamio tigutto nani avihimsao na vivario i 

Hou va^sampatti se ma va jivovarolienam ii 217 il { 1765 ) 

^ hi hi ii ii ( ) 
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Pancasaruitastrigupto jhanyavihimsako na viparitah i 
Bhavatu va sampattistasya ina va jivoparodhena ||217M (1766) ] 

Trans . — 217 A wise person, conversant with the five 
samitis]- and guarded in three ways ( /. e., by mind, speech 
and body ) is a-himsaka, but not the one ( having ) contrary 
( characteristics ). He may or may not attain the fulfilment (of ) 
himsa on account of obstruction to /was. ( 1765 ) 

%q;rir srViJTf^d'iRtqTf^fq ii n ( ) n 

C'.— A person conversant with all the five samitis and 
restraining hiinselt in three ways — nianasa ( by mind ) vacasa 
( by speech ) and karmana. ( by bodily actions )-is the jhata 
of actual jh^aavarupa and its protection. Such a person should 
be taken as a~hivm(ka even if he commits himsa. But one 
who is o[)posed to the nature of the above— mejitionod jiian% 
•purusa, is himsnka as he brings about an s w^/ta paj’wdjna. 
Fulfilment of Inrush may or may not be attained l)y him due to 
jivo2Xirodl)a or the ( natural ) obstruction to jivas, but his 
Imnsakatva is undoubtedly established on account of his bad 
intention and its inauspicious consequence as laid down below 

arg^Tt "TRon#f m ft?rr dr 3 i 

ft aft^^ Jt iRtcii 

Asubho jo parinamo sa hinisa so u bahiranimittam | 

Ko vi avekkhejja na vii jamha’negantiyam bajjham ii218»(1766) 

f Five Jainu rules of life. 



Vida] 


Ganadharavfida 


•: 275 :• 


^ II II ( ) 

ASubho yah parinainah sa himsa sa tii bahyauiuiittam i 
Ko’pyapekseta na va yasuuTdanaikantikaiu bahyam ||218ti(1766) ] 

Trans. — 2 1 8 What is ( known as ) inauspicious consequence 
is ( itself ) himsa. But that is an external cause. Some may 
or may not require ( this cause ), because the external ( cause ) 
is variable. ( 1766 ) 

II II ( ) II 

D. C. — An action having inanspicious consequence is 
called himsa. This sort of himsa results from the nimitki of 
jtvahimsa while sometimes himsTi results without the a 2 )eksa 
of those nimittas as in the case ol’ tandulamatsya. As the 
Vahya nimiita is anaikTtntika, an action is himsaka sometimes 
even in absence of hahya nimitla and a-himsaka sometimes 
even in its own absence. 

5rei3 ^ R 5T?WH ?ir ff ?Tf I|S(?^I|(?VS^»S) 

Asubhaparinamaheu jivabaho tti to mayam himsa I 

Jassa u na so nimittam santo vi na ta.ssa sa himsa Ii219ii (1767) 

[ ^ ft^T i 

^ m ft^T II II 

A^ubhaparinamahetu r-jivabadha iti tato matam hinisa I 
Yasya tu na sa nimittam sannapi na tasya sa hirnsa ||219|| ] 
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Trans. — 2 1 9 Affliction of jivas as a cause for an evil end 
is called himsa. That which has no such ( end ), has nothing 
like himsa even if cause is there. ( 1767 ) 

^ ^ fl^fg 11 

II ( ^vs^'s) II 

I). C. — One who inflicts pain upon jivas with an evil 
purpose is said to commit himsa; but one who has no such 
purpose does not commit himsli even if he inflicts pain 
upon jivas. 

<E55t R virwgi^aft i 

sfjwRT^ n gsTfoidi ft it?iP3[ ii!e^oii(?vs^<:) 

Saddiidao raiphala na viyamohassa bhavasuddhio » 

Jaha, taha jivabaho na suddhanianaso vi himsae ii 220 li (1768) 

mj, w 5fy'7iqi<^y ^ fl^i% iR^on(^vs^<j) 

i 

t^abdadayo rati[)h!ila na vitamohasya bhavasuddheh | 

Yatha, tatha jivabadho na suddhamanaso’pi himsayai || 220 it J 

Trans. — 220 Just as sabda etc do not become the objects 
of pleasure to a dispassionate saint on account of the purity 
of ( his ) mind, affliction of jivas too does not become the 
cause of himsa to a person having pure intention ( 1768 ) 



Vada ] Ga^adharav&da •: 277 :• 

TO I 1 

^ %TO^^T^R =TOTf^, !T#ftf^ I 

frJTif^ I ^Rtfq mm^hf 

5iT^»?%f3:TTOf ^5r~^^?B-55r-^5RT?imRnn?r- 

srf^TO^ ^ 5(«rl?^, Ji 

^^riTOJ m%'TT?r^ i jr^»T?r^5r ^^rrft^r- 

Rfr?^ II II ( ^V9^<J ) 

D. C . — To a dispassionate saint, s'abda, rupa, rasa etc, 
do not become the attractive objects of pleasure because his 
mind is pure. A pure-minded man does never cherish desire 
for sensuous pleasure from a beautiful mother. In the same 
way, a self-restrained and persevering nmni does never commit 
hirnsa even if he inflicts pain uponyieas on account of his s'uddha 
h/iavas. It is clear, therefore, that hTihya nimitta is anaikdtUik<x 
so far as liimsTi is concerned, and wluit is recjuired is the 
intention pure and simple. 

Hence O Bhadra ! accept the existence of the five himtas 
and know it for certain that the first h)ur of them viz, jtr'ithvt, 
jala, ayni, and vTiyu are sa-cetaim. Moreover, you have not 
understood the real meaning of the Veda-pnidns like “ Soano- 
pumam vai sakalam ” etc. The main object of those sentences 
is to assert the fragility of wealth, wife, progeny etc. before 
the high-minded people who have been distressed by the 
hhavahhuya, so that tliey might abandon their attaclnucnt to 
the worldly vimyas and strive for the attainment of rnoksa. 
Leave, therefore, all your doubts aside, O Saumya ! and admit 
the existence of bhvtas. 

uwJit 'jffwr uf ^3?^^ iRqUi 

Chinnammi samsayamnii Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaeliim ||22 1 ii ( 1 769) 
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[ 3rn *R«ird5r5%;r i 

?r «m®rj srwf^: «T9fdi: m 11 

Cbinne samSaye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa dratuanah pravrajitah pancabhih saha khandikai^ataih ||221|| ] 

Trans. — 22 1 When the doubt was removed by the Tlrthah- 
kara, who was entirely free from old age, and death, the saint 
Vyakta accepted dlksa along with his five hundred pupils. (1769) 


End of the Discussion with the Fourth Ganadhars* 
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Discussion wHh the Fifth Ganadhara. 

^ ^3 g|»i i 

^grfii 01 ii ii (?vsvso) 

Te pavvaic soum Suhuma agacchai Jinasagasam | 

Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 222 ii ( 1770 ) 

^5lTfq II RRR It ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Sudharma agacchati Jiusakasaut i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase II 222 || ( 1770 ) ] 

Trans.— 222 Having heard that they (Vyakta and others) 
had renounced the world, Sudharman comes before the 
Tirihahkara. ( He thinks ) 1 may go, pay my homage, and 
worship him, ( 1770 ) 

^ nroW gitf, 5 m-»i^oii^wigfeoi i 

jnJm «r »ft%oi oi u *151^11 (?«'»?) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam 1 
Namena ya gottenaya savvannu savvadarisf nam 11 223 11 (1771) 

^RTi ^ ^ II 11 ( ) 
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AbhftsitaSca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena | 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajhena sarvadarsina II 223 ti ( 1771 ) ] 

Trans— IIZ He was addressed by his name, and gotra 
( lineage ), by the Tirthankara who was free from birth, old age, 
and death, who was all-knowing, and who had complete 
darhana ( undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1771 ) 

ft dl ft i 

Kim manne jariso ihabhavammi so tariso parabhave vi i 
Veya-payana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho n 224ii ( 1772 ) 

[ ^ I 

%?'T^Rr =^[5^ ^ II II ( ) 

Kim manyase yadfi^a ihabluive sa tadrisah parabhave’pi i 
Veda-padanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah ii224ii(1772) ] 

Trans. — 224 Is it your belief that human life even in the 
next world is the same as it is in this world ? But ( ca ) you 
do not know the ( real ) meaning of the sentences of Vedas. 
Here is their ( real ) interpretation { 1772 ) 

\ 3r4 ^13^ 

fill II II ( ) II 

D. (J . — O SudharuHtn ! Do you entertain the belief that 
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human life in the next world is the same as it is here ? 
Sentences of Vedas having contradictory interpretations have 
given rise to this illusion of yours. The sentences are 
as follows : — 

( 1 ) ‘‘ Purum vai jmrusatvanias' nute , pas'avah pasiUvam 
etc. and 

( 2 ) ‘‘ Srugdlo vai esa jayate yah sa-purim dahyatc ” etc. 

According to you, interpretations of these two sentences 
are respectively as follows : — 

( I ) A man obtains nothing but manhood even after 
death, in the next world; and animals such as cow etc. become 
animals after death. Thus, sentences like this suggest that 
the next life is the same as this. 

( 2 ) But the sentences like ‘‘ Srugalo vai etc." moan to 
assert that the next life is totally different from the present one. 

Such, contradicting interpretations have given rise to the 
misguided belief of yours. Here is their real interpretation. 
Listen carefully. 

sBiwiuftd 1% i 

u# ft iiqq'iii 

Karanasarisam kajjam biyassevankuro tti mannanto i 
lhabhavasarisam savvani jamavesi pare vi lamajuttam ii223ii (177.3) 

II II (\m\) 

KaranasjadriSam k&ryam bijasyevankura iti manyamanah I 
Ihabhavasadyi^m sarvamyadavaisi parasminnapi tadayuktamii225li] 

Trans . — 225 Just as sprout is similar to seed, the effect 
is also similar to cause according to you. ( And hence ), you 

36 
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believe everything in the next world to be similar to everything 
in this world. ( But ) that is not correct. ( 1773 ) 

TRTtTR^rf ^ ^4 S^it- 

^ II II ( ) 


D. C . — Since karana is the same as karya according to 
you, the past life, being the karana of the present lite, becomes 
the same as the present life. That is why you are led to 
believe that everything in this life is similar to everything in 
the next one. But this apprehension of yours is not correct. 

Because — 


3iff nd f^afj i 

esTRr? >n§Rn5^Hn^’T3it |fi ii ii (tvsvsv) 

f % 1 

frar? 3r?fi 3 twt ! ^Tj iisistvsii (tvsvsn) 

Jai saro singao bhutanao sasavanulittao I 

Sanjayai goIomaViloniasanjogao duvva |i 226 11 ( 1774 ) 

Mi rukkhayuvvede jonivihane ya visarisehinto 1 

Db^ai jamha jamniam Suharnma ! to nayameganto li227ll (1775) 

II II ( ) 

lR?vs li (?v9V9^) 

Jilyate sarah sriiigad bhutrinakah sarsapanuliptat I 
Sanjayato goloma’viloiuasamyogato durvft ll 226 it ( 1774 ) ] 
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Iti v^iksiluryede yonividhane oa visadriSebhyah I 

DriSyate yasmajjanma Sudharman ! tato nayamekantah ii 227 i| ] 

Trans.— 22b-in The sara plant is produced from horn; 
earth-grass^ is produced by the anointing of mustard,'* and 
durva^ is produced by the combination of goloma* and aviloma 
plants. Similarly, in the treatise® on ( planting and culti- 
vation of ) frees, production is brought about by the combination 
of ( a number of ) dissimilar objects. The rule is, therefore, 
not exclusive, «0 Sudharman! ( 1774-1775 ) 

TO*T JTRR'Tr: i 

II II ( ^VS\3V?-?VSVS<^ ) II 

D. C . — The rule that karya is similar to Havana is not 
ekantika. Because, the s'a7'a is produced even by means of 
s'rnga, by the unction of mustard-seeds the earth-grass is 
produced and by the combination of goloma and aviloma 
grasses, the durva grass is produced. 

Moreover, in the treatise on the planting and cultivation 
of trees, production of objects such as jewels, gold, etc is 

1. BMitv'inala (earth-grass ) = A kind of fragrant grass; the jjlaut 
Androhogon Schoenanthus. 

2. 5ftt'rsttjpa = Mustai’d-seed; popularly known as swrasava in 

Western India; Sinapis Dichotoina. • 

3. y^tlrfa = Naine of a bent grass; panic grass, l^anicuni Dacfcylou; 

4. Ooloraa, Avilwna — T'wo diff^ent kintls of bent grass, 

o. Vviksayu — ^&tae ol a short treatise hy Su'i'pala on the planting 
and cultivation of trees. , 
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shown as being brought about by the combination of various 
dissimilar .objects. The rule of similarity between karya and 
karana, is therefore, inapplicable in this case. 

Or, say, the life of creatures in the next world is distin- 
guished from their life in this world, on account of similarity 
between karya and karana in this way: — 

aifvi 313 ^ i 

W3ir iwcii (tvsvs^) 

^ 5WT I%tT g 1 

II II (<vsvsvs) 


3if ^ 1 

^ firK® tw 1%'a ! iih^oiiOvsvsc) 


Ahava jau cciya biyanuruvajammam mayam tao ceva | 

Jivam ginha bhavao bhavantare cittaparinamam 11 228 11 ( 1776) 


Jena bhavankurabiyani kammam cittam ca tani jao’bhihiyam 1 
Heuvicittattanao bhavaiikuraviccittaya tenam 11 229 11 ( 1777 ) 

Jai padivannam kammam heuvicittattao vicittam ca 1 
To tatphalam vi cittam pavajja samsarino somma ! ii230li ( 1 778) 


[ 3r«[^ 1 

^ II II ( ) 

^ II ii ( ?\s\sys ) 

ir^o|i(^v9V9<:) 

Athava yata eva bijanurupajanma matam tata eva 1 

Jivam grihaua bhavad bhavantare cittaparinamam H 228 n (1776) 
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Yena bhavankurabljam karma citram tad yato’bhihitam i 
Hetuvioitratvato bhavaiikuravicitrata tena || 229 il ( 1777 ) 

Yadi pratipannam karma hetuvioitratvato vicitram ca | 
Tatastatpbalamapi citram pratipadyasva samsarinah Saumya ! ii230||] 

Trans. — 228-229-230 Or, because the production ( of 
karya ) is similar to the root-cause, according to you, take 
jiva in the next life to be a parinama distinct from this 
mundane world. For, karman ( which is ) the seed of the 
sprout of life is itself distinct. And, if the effect is established 
to be distinct because the cause is distinct, know it for certain 
O Saumya ! that the mundane Soul has also its phala distinct 
from it. ( 1776-1777-1778) 

sfftT, ?r«iTfq f^N^rgiT %or 

«rqT|^pnfq 

( ?vs\s^-?v9vs'a-?v9vs<: )|| 

D. C . — The production of various km'yas is similar to the 
corresponding karanas according to you. But the jtva in the 
next life is distinguished from this world on account of jati, 
kula, riipa^ hala^ ais'varya etc. Now if Karya is take»» to be 
similar to the karana, how will the jivas be different in the 
next life ? The vicitraia. of jXva in the next life is to be 
accounted for by means of karman. For karman being the 
hetu of sainsara, renders the whole satnsara, vicitra by reason 
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of its own self being vicitra. So, just as karman is vicitra by 
reason of its wrong belief and vowlessness etc, its Karya viz^ 
hlutva should also be taken as vicitra by reason of jati, hula, 
rupa, hala etc. So, if you admit Karman and if you believe 
that Karya is distinguished from kTirana, then O Saumya ! 
know it for certain that the mundane Soul has its phala in 
the form of vicitraia as hellish beings, lower animals, human 
beings, or celestial beings. 

ft# ft^ a 

Cittam samsarittam vicittakammaphalabhavao heu | 

lha cittam cittanam kammana phalam va logammi ii231ii (1779) 

If M II II ( ) 

Citram samsaritvam vicitrakarmaphalabhavato hetoh t 

lha citram citriinam karmanam phalamiva loke Ii231 || ( 1779 )] 

Trans. — 231 Like the variable result of variable actions 
( accomplished ) in this world, wortdliness is variable on 
account of the hetu that ( it is also ) the result of variable 
actions. ( 1779 ) 

srf^ITT I • 

Ig: i if fq^- 

ira l ^ 

II ?vs\s<^ ) II 

D. C. — J ust as the results of various actions like ploughing 
trading etc. are variable, the samsaritva of the mundane animals 
is also varied as seen in their hellish experience etc. on 
account of the fact that samsTiritva is nothing but the result 
of their vicitra actions in the past. 
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Now, in support of the variable nature of Karman, the 
author states 

vpJwwRuimaft 5151 1 

q5«TM gor (^^sco) 

Citta kammaparinai poggalaparinamao jaha bajjha | 

Kammana dttaya puna taddheuvicittabhavao 11 232 || ( 1 780 ) 

[ f^sTT ^«rr ^rirr i 

mm ii d ( ?v9<:o ) 

Citra karmaparinatih pudgalaparinamato yatha bahya 1 
Karmanain citratS punastaddhetuvicitrabhavat II 232 || ( 1780)] 

Trans.— 232 dust as the outw'ard effect of actions is 
variable on account of its being the parimnia of earthly bodies, 
the variable nature of actions is also due to their hetii being 
variable. (1780) 

qr, qg fqfqqqf^iqfq^q q qqm 
5ir^qnorTqTrq^qfq ^ qqfq, qqrss^T^j^, qr n^^qRmq- 
m*^sfq qjqofiqTqTnrifq-^^q fq^qqt fqfqqqr qi q^^q^^qr* 
s^qqyqsqr, fqmi^ fq^qimi^qt-qjq-fqsrqTqq^q qjq^qq ffq ii 
II ( ) It 

D. (J . — Effect of Karman is varied in this world. Only 
that which is pudgalaparinamatmaka is known as vicitra 
( as in the case of various transformations of cloud, earth etc. ). 
While that which is not the result of earthly pudgalas^ is not 
recognized as a vicilraimrimtii ( as in the case of Tikas'a ). 
In case of Karman itself being variable, in addition to this 
pudgalajyarinamatva, vicitratki is due to the variable nature of 
its motives like vanity, hostility, and wickedness etc. by means 
of which those actions are actually inspired. 232 ( 1780 ). 
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aifWT sTf ?r«T3ft }m i 

q fefs i <1?^ iK^^ii 

ft «riSpi^ qpn M l ?^ «T ^ [ ft g ft ?ift I 

31? ^ a»='g g y » 3tl <i^ ft rft ^ ft a qi ii^^8a(?'s«’t) 

Ahava ihabhavasariso paralogo vi jai sammao tenam I 
Kammaphalam pi ihabhavasarisam padivajja paraloe ll233u (1781) 

Kim bhaniyamiha manuya nanagaikammakarino santi i 

Jai te tapphalabhajo pare vi to sarisaya jutta ii 234 ii ( 1782 ) 

ii il ( ) 

Athavehabhavaaadi'isaiu paraloku’pi yadi saiiiuiatastena i 
KartnaphalaiuapihabhavasadriSaui pratipadyasva parabjke II 233 || 

Kim bhanitamiha matiuja nanagatikarmakarinah saiiti i 
Yadi te tatphalabhajah parasminnapi tatah .sadfisata yukta U234||] 

Trans. — 233-234 Or, if the other life is also taken as 
the same as this life, ( you should ) accept the karma phala 
in the other life to be the same as ( that in ) this life. Has it 
been said that there exist people in this world doing ( various ) 
deeds according to their various tendences ? If they exist, 
there exist { people ) in the next ( world ) to enjoy their fruits 
also. Sameness ( of both ) is, therefore, justified. ( 1781-1782 ) 
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^ ^5rmral3f^f%5r%?jT3gTf^^: 

^s?r^r^?3r: ^ ^r^ra lR^^^^vll(?v^<J^?v9c^) 

D. C. — If, according to you, next life is the prototype of 
this one, the kctrinapliala in the next life will depend upon 
( one’s ) various good or bad actions in this life. Now, since 
various people do various deeds as a result of their various 
tendences in this life, it should be noted that they enjoy 
fruits of their actions in the next life. So, inclination of one 
in the present life, depends upon his inclination in the past 
life also. 

Then, anticipating doubts in the oppotieiit’s mind, the 
author states : — 

3ii; u'R55 ^ H # HWfT ^ i 

3R3im-^VJirai ii ti (?v3c^) 

i^snoisft g ^ af ^idr ^ 

Aha iha saphalam kammani na pare to savvaha na sarisatlaiTi i 
Akayagama-kayanasa kammabhavo’hava patio ii 233 u ( 1783 ) 

Kammabhave ya kao bhavantaram, sarisaya va tadabliave i 
Nikkaranao ya bhavo jai la naso vi taha ceva ii 236 || ( 1 784 ) 

[ 3r^f wm ?r ^ i 

^m^s^rsn snij: n H ( ) 

m Ii II ( ) 
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Atheha saphalam karma na parasminstatah sarvatha na sadriSatvam \ 
Akritftgama-kritanaiSau karmabh&vo’thaT& praptah ||235« (1788) ] 

Karmabhave ca kuto bhavantaram sadfiSata va tadabhave I 
NiskaranakaSca bhavo yadi tato naso'pi tathaiva II 236 n (1784)] 

235-236 H ( the opponent says that ) Karman 
is successful here ( only ), ( and ) not in the next life, then 
there will be nothing like sameness at all. The unaccomplished 
object will crop up and the accomplished one will come to an 
end. Or, there will be ( complete ) negation of Karman itself. 

In absence of Karman, how will the next life come into 
existence ? And in its absence, whence ( will ) the sadrisata 
( exist ) ? And if the ( next ) life is ( taken to have been ) 
produced without any cause, then ( its ) end will also be so, 

( 1783-1784 ) 

^ I mmf 

^ 5r^3ffg i 

rih:— 

^HOTt ^ mm \ ^ 

3T5ii ^ I 

fR^R?I3gR!RR: I R'^^Rnt ^ 

sftqr^f ^ I 11 ti 

( ?vsd^-?\s/:« ) II 
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D, C , — Sudharman : — Actions ( like ploughing etc. ) which 
are connected with this life are alone fruitful, and those ( like 
munificence etc. ) that are connected with the other life, are 
not fruitful. This is the reason why there is no distinction 
between the lives of creatures in the two hhavcts. 

Bhagavan ; — But sadrist a(d can never exist without cause 
as Bodris'ata itself is produced from Karnian. Now, when you 
take Karman ( like dana etc. ) connected with the other life, 
to be fruitless, there is no scope for sadris'atd to exist. 

Sudharman — Sadris'aia of jtvas could be brought about 
even in absence of Karman as in the case of gliata produced 
from earth. 

Bhagavan : — If sad,ris'ya exists even in absence of Karman 
there will be akritcigama ( i. c., springing up of the un- 
accomplished object ), as well as kritanas’a ( i. e. destruction ot 
the accomplished object ). Thus the existence ol Karman itself 
is denied. When there is no Karman, how can the parahhava 
exist ? And when the existence of parahhava is denied, the 
existence of sadris'ya between two hhavas will automatically 
be denied. 

Sudharman : — The existence of hhavdntara could be 
brought about even in absence of Karman as in the case of 
lifeless objects when Kdrya and hdrana are the same. 

Bhagavan : — In that case, O Sudharman ! the production 
as well as the destruction of hhavantara will also be niskarana. 
Consequently, the practice of austerities, munificence, and vows 
etc. would be good-for-nothing, as hhavdntara will not depend 
upon those actions, and all people — whether doing good or bad 
deeds — ^.will have the same prototype life. Moreover, you 
should also take the vaisadris'ya or dissimilarity of various 
jtvas from each other to be nis'kdranaka like hhavantara. 
For, like hhavantara, there is kTirandhhdva in case of vaisa- 
dria'ya also. 
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ft Jlf ^ ^ ITf I 

«I51f ^ Rfftoi II II (tv9«H) 

K^inimabhave vi mai ko doso hojja jai sabhavo’yam | 

Jaha karananurlivam ghadai kajjam sahavenam u 237 ll (1785) 

[ ^?T?^iT^sfq ^ i 

^qvn%5T ii ii ( ) 

Kamiabhavo’pi matih ko doso bhavet yadi svabhavo’yam | 
Yatha. karantinurupaui ghatudi karyam svabhavena h237ii(1785)] 

Trans . — 237 Again, the opponent might believe that ( the 
karya could be brought about even in absence of Karman. 
What objection would arise if it were its very nature as in 
the case of karyas Wk^ which bear natural resem- 

blence with their karanas? ( 1785 ) 

^qwq crqi^ # ^q: ^qir^^—fq^Tfq ^4 

^q^nqi^q ^q'q ?— ?! i 

qiq fqqifq gTlqf^ri^q;T^®TT3^q 
^q^qqT^^^rqgqT?r qqi ^^!jqrf^3r?qq^q^qt qqtsfq 
^qqrqi^ wq«qf% i sf^^q^-qg qdsfq ^ ^qqiqq: qq 
qjg-qj^orm^rqi^ i qq^fifq qr^iqfq^^q ^ 

gft^fq^iq^q ^vh ^qfoq^, ^g-^rqi^qf ^%sfq 

f?q^, f^i^-q^T^qf qqq^q^, q%fTtqq: flq: 

qi^or qq; q^qsr^q i ^qi^qg[, q^T^: q^q^^qi^ qq?g 
f^i^qqqj qqq rq^rrfqfq^nqq^ ^qqiq^s^ qfq- 

«qrlf, q^ q i qqgqfg, q^ q ^qrqrfq^ 

sfifqq^qfqfqqqTqjT^ttqiq^, q^qftra i f^sf ^‘^RT^qigi^q^q ^iqg^^ 
f tqq qg q^q^ qr^q ?qqis¥gqq»q^, q?[fq ^qrqqrfqq^qqiwfq- 
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II II ( II 

D. C. — Sudhaiman :— J ust as, it is by virtue of their 
svabhdva that objects like ghata etc. are produced as a natural 
result of their respective kuranm but without the help of 
karman, the hhavantara is also produced by virtue of its own 
svabhava even in absence of Karman. 

Bhagavcin — Karyas like ghatp,, O Sudharman ! could never 
be produced merely by virtue of their svabhava, but they have 
to depend upon kartTi and karana also. So, in the production 
of Sartra also, karUi and kcitxma are of primary importance. 
This leads us to believe that in the production of bhavdntara, 
atman which is different from bofiy, is the karta, and Karman, 
the kTirana, just as potter is the karta and chakra etc. act as 
karanas, when ghata is produced. 

Sudharman : — Since k'tryas like ghata are directly appre- 
hensible, potter and chakra etc. may respectively be taken as 
their karta and karanas. * But karyas like s'arira in bhavdntara 
are prtxluced naturally like the multi-coloured changes in 
clouds etc. It is not, therefore, possible to seek Karman as a 
karana, in the production <.)f bhavdntara. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument is totally unfounded. Karyas 
like s'artra etc. are not svdbhrivika because they have a 
beginning, as well as, a definite dkdra like ghata. You have 
taken the other life to be the same as this, because, according 
to you, Kdrya is exactly similar to karana. But this principle 
of sadris'atd is not applicable in case of abhriidivikdras, as 
they are peculiarly different from the objects having defijiite TtkTtra. 

Moreover, 
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ft 3If risft 31^ I 

^3; ^ 5ft ^ ft fT H^^M|(?V9 <vs) 

wiftiiToi ^ fiftft ftr ffj ^ ^ I 

ftift 5r ?ft ?fft^ft ^ ^ |3: ? ik«o|| (tvscc) 

Hojja sahavo vatthum nikkaranaya va vatthudhammo va ? 

Jaha vatthum natthi tao’nuvaladdhu) khapuppham va ll 238 II 

Accantamanuvaladdho vi aha tao atthi natthi kirn kammam « 

Heu va tadtthitte jo nanu kammassa vi sa eva ii 239 ii ( 1787) 

Kammassa vabhihanam hojja sahavo tti hou ko doso i 
Niccam va so sabhavo sariso ettham ca ko heu ? ii240«i (1788) 

II RU II ( ) 

Ipf ^ ^ II II ( ) 

fjRq m ^ ^ it Ig: ? iRVo ||( ) 

Bhavet svabhuvo vastu niskuranata va vastudharmo va ? i 
Yadi vastu nasti sako’nupalabdheh khapuspamiva || 238 ||(1786) 

Atyantamanupalabdho’pyatha sako’sti iiasti kini karma i 
Hetu r-va tadastitve yo nanu karmano’pi sa eva ll 239 li ( 1787 ) 

Karmano vabhidhanam bhavet svabhava iti bhavatu ko dosah I 
Nityam va sa svabhavah sadfiso’tra ca ko hetuh ? || 240 || ( 1788 )] 

Trans, — 238-239-240 Is ( that ) svabhava a ( d/efinite ) 
object, or causelessness ( itself ), or property of an object ? If 
it is ( taken as ) a ( definite ) object, it is not ( so ) because 
it is non-perceptible like a kha-pnspa. In spite of its being 
non-perceptible, if it exists, why should not Karman exist ? ' 
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The hetii that ( works ) in its existence, ( works ) in case of 
Karman also. ( Or ) what objection ( would arise ), if smhkava 
becomes a synonym of Karman, and what is the lietu ( in 
believing ) that svabimva is always the same? { 1786-1787-1788 ) 

m ^ ^3? ? I H i 

%3 I 5ig 

qq3 II li 

D. C. — The point is that since yon have taken stuMtuva 
to be the same for ever as the same life is rej)eated in various 
bhavas you should state the reast)n for its 7ntya$adris’atd. 
You niiglit say that there is no hcln as such, as nityasiuh'isa 
by virtue of its own self. For, the same argument could be 
advanced in case of vaismiris'ya of the bhavas as well. 

And, 

di gwlsg^'f m 5if rfi h nwfr nftdi i 
'iftoimsk <1^ H ^ 

jf ^ fwf gfw ! di aigdt ft i 
5B53Rn gt%a^ gfdft^(%Ti ^ ii ii (Wo) 

So mutto’mutto vii jai mutto to na savvaha sariso | 

Parinamao payam piva na dehaheu jai amutto li 241 li ( 1789 ) 

Uvagaranabhavao na ya havai Suhamma ! so amutto vi » 
Kajjassa muttimatta suhasamvittadio ceva ii 242 ii ( 1790 ) 

[ ^ pfs^l qr ^ I 

^ ^ ii qv? ii ( ) 
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5f ^ I ^s^sfq I 

II II ( ) 

Sa ni'Qrto’miirto va yadi niurtastato na sarvatha sadfiSah i 
Parinamatah paya iva na dehahetu r-yadyamurtah || 241 II (1789) 

Upakaranabhavad na ca bhavati Sudharuian ! so’murto’pi i 
Karyasya murtimattvad sukhasamvittyaditascaiva || 242 ii (1790) ] 

Trans. — 241-242. Is that (svabhava), muriaox a-nmria? 
If rnZrta, it is not at all sadrisa on account of its ( having a ) 
parimma as in the case of milk. And, if it is a-murta, O 
Siidharman f even that a-nmrta svabhdva does not become 
the cause of body in absence of instruments, as well as on 
account of the corporeal nature of Kdrya ( indicated ) by the 
perception of happiness etc. ( 1789-1790 ) 

31^ ? I 

51 i 

I 51 ^ I % 1% 

^ q: %w*y I q 

qqq fq ^ ^rqqqqrq^ i mjy g^-qlq^qr^^i 
I qq^— qrq^ qqqr ¥^^y ^qqrqqi%qt^ i 
qqq 2(r(t^^tfq,5^-|:^q^TqTq^rq 'q^qqiq^qq qqqWssqrf^, 
q^q qqF^qqq?^ i q^ qqr fScftqqorq^qT^ 

^tqi^, qjWt ^i^q qrmq^, q^f ^qqrq^ifq 

qq, qiqjftq^ i qqr q qrgqjq^ — 

3IT5 i^r^q qq fqq i 

^ m%. sqqorft qq^q qifqrqqt ii \ ii 
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q Mrq ii R It 

II II ( ?V9<lV?VS‘^o ) II 

D. C. — Consider whether svcAiliava is murta or a-viurta. 
If it is murta, svohliava will be nothing biit a synonym of 
Kamian, Moreover, the property of saihns'ata will never be 
applied if svahhava is murta, becauso“iike milk, or like the 
murta clouds having a number of forms, svahhava will also 
possess a number of parinamas. 

If svahhava is a-murta, then also, like akas'a it does not 
become the hetu of s'arira because of the absence of upakaraaas. 
Secondly, an incorporeal harana can never produce a corporeal 
karya. So, svahhixva should not be called a-niurta when the 
karyas of svahhava such as the perception of sukha, duhkha etc. 
are murta.t 

Now the second alternative viz. that svahhava is niskaranata 
is discussed — 

3ifvi3iKiir? ?WR3Tt i 

Ahava’karanau cciya sabhavao tovi sarisaya katfo | 
Kimakaranao na bhave visarisaya kini va vicchitti Il243ll (1791) 

[ STSIifTS^nartr I 

Athava’karanata eva svabavatastato'pi sadfisata kutah i 
Kimakaranato na bhaved visadrisata kim va vicchittih ? Ii243n ] 

Trans . — 243 Or, if ( bhavantara is produced ) by virtue 
of svahhava { and ) without any reason, whence is sadrisata 


t Vide verseB 1625, 1626. 
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(to be found) ? (And) why (should) not dissimilarity take place 
without reason ? and why not destruction also? ( 1791 ) 

?r ? I 

^ ? I ?3Tfw'nnrrf^f7 ^ i ^r- 

JTT^iTOi ii ii ( ) II 

D. C. — Sadris'ata of hJiavdntara cannot be established 
even if you believe that it is produced without reason. For, 
just as sadris'ata is taken to have been produced without 
reason, vi~sad.ris'at7i will also take place without reason. 
Similarly, destruction of hhava will also take place without any 
reason, and following the same procedure, a non-existent object 
like kharavimna will also come into existence without any 
reason. Moreover, objects like s'arira etc. will lose their 
definite shape and such other characteristics, on account of 
their resemblance with ahhra-vikara in as much as they are 
produced without reason. Hence, it is not possible to believe 
svahlidva as nislxiranaid itself. 

Taking the third alternative viz. that svahlidva is vastudharma, 
the author states: — 

3TIW Hfrat wt ^ sfit I 

^^55rnn iisiavii 

Aliava sahavo dhammo vatthussa, na so vi sarisao nipcam i 
Uppaya-tthii-bhahga cilia jam vatthupajjaya ii 244 h ( 1792 ) 

[ mm ^ i 
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Athayg svabhavo dbarmo vastunah na so’pi sadriSako nityam | 
Utpsda-sthiti-bhangasoitra yad vastuparyayah il 244 u ( 1792 )1 

Trans . — 244 Or, if svabfmva is a property of an object that 
also will not be always the same. Because, the paryqyas of 
production, retention and destruction of an object are distinct 
( from each other ).( 1792 ) 

^-3r«r ^ 

fT qn ? 1 ^?rRirii4:, 

5TRft 3rq;ir?rrg^, 1 m 

?rf| ^«irtsfq ^ 

II ^VV II ( ) II 

D. 0. — Svabhava will not be the same throughout even if 
you believe that it is a vastudharma. Hence, it is not possible 
to maintain for ever the sadris'yo, of sartrcti etc, also. For. 
the three stages of production, existence and destruction are 
not always the same in case of a single object. Distinction 
of properties in case of black objects is easily perceived. 

Secondly, is this vasttulharma^ a dharmci of the atman or 

a dhctrma of the pudgala \ If it is the property of dtrnan 

it can never become the cause of s'avtTOi etc. For, it will be 

a-murta like akas'a in that case. On the other hand, if this 

vastudharma is the property of a pudgala, then it will become 

the Karman itself, as Karman is nothing but a 'pudgaladharma 
itself, 

^WTRT ft iPomft gf WT ! '?«ft I 

13; ^ sikii ? iisia'iii 
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Kammassa vi parinamo Suhamma ! dhammo sa poggalamayassa i 
Heu citto jagao hOi sahavo tti ko doso?n245ii ( 1793 ) 

srird it n ^v?h ii ( ) 

Karuiano’pi parinamah Sudharman ! Dharma sa pudgalamayasya | 
Hetuscitro jagato bhavati svabhava iti ko dosah II 245 II (1793) ] 

Trans. — 245 O Sudharman ! That ( svablidva ) being 
the parindnia of Karman composed of a definite body, ( becomes ) 
its dharma also. { And ), what is wrong if svablidva is taken 
as the variable cause of the {entire mundane) world? ( 1793) 

sRft it 

^ i ^ ^ fcZTTf— 

i ? i i ? l I 

? i i ? i I 

^^4 ?ir5r 

^’TT'Tf^: I ^r^ifr^TCR m^s^^hy 

^ 

rvtr: I 3T^ ;t fi?5 li 

II ( ) u 

D. a. — O Sudharman ! Since svahhdva has been taken 
as a vastu-dharrna, it may be taken as a dharma of the 
'pudyalamaya Karman also. So, there is no objection in 
admitting svahhava as the parinTima of vicitra kamnan^ and 
hence as the hetu of universal vicitratd also. 

In other words, it is due to the nature of the, vicitra 
Karman that this world is full of varieties. The only point 
to remember in this case is that it is not always the same, 
but it is full of varieties on account of various hetus such as 
vanity, hostility etc 
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3||;WT ?If ^ I 

^ ^ ^ ft iisi«Vi (t's^a) 

n ft ^ I 

fnraw ftt|3i<lRH g qm qgi t p: ^ft II :|»VS||(?VS^'<) 

Ahava savvam vatthum paikkhanam ciya Suhamma ! dhammehim i 
Sambhavai veha kehi vi kehi vi tadavatthamaccantam n 247 II 

Tam appano vi sarisam na puvvadhammehim pacchimill^am l 
Sayalassa tihuanassa ca sarisam samannadhammeliim ii247ii( 1 795) 

[ m I i 

Irn ii ii ) 

^ TO II 11 ( ) 

Athava sarvam vastu pratiksanameva Sudharman ! dhanmiili i 
Sauibhavati vyeti kairapi kairapi tadavasthauiatyantam || 246 ti ] 

Tadatmano’pi sadjisaui na purvadlianriaih pu^eatyan&iu i 
Sakalasya tribhuvanasya ca sadrisam saiuanyadhamiaih ti 247 II ] 

Trans. — 246-247. O Sudharman ! at every sinjvle moment, 
each and every object ( of the Universe ) is being produced, 
destroyed or retained by ( virtue of ) some property or the 
other. So, none ( of them ) has its former properties similar 
to the latter ones. On the other hand, by virtue of ( certain ) 
common properties, all the three worlds are similar. (1794-1795) 

^ITRT-sg^lTRqfqfMsqft 
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fk 3 ^^^ ^ n 

II ( ?vs^V-?vs<^H ) II 

D. C . — Not only the hhavcmtara, O Sudharman ! but each 
and every object ( like ghata and pata ) in this Universe, is 
being produced, destroyed, or retained in its present state at 
every moment by virtue of a number of similar and dissimilar 
paryayas. But on the other hand, all the three worlds resemble 
each other also on account of certain common properties. 
Consequently, a past life may also resemble the present life 
on account of some common properties contained in both. 

^ifhrtuftu ii n ( ) 

K.O savvaheva sariso asariso va ihabhave parabhave va ? I 
Sarisasarisam savvani niccaniccairtivam ca ii 248 ii ( j 796 ) 

^ ii ii ( ) 

Kah sarvathaiva sadjiso’sadriso vehabhave parabhave va ‘i \ 
Sadrisasadj-isam sarvam nityanityadirupam ca || 248 || ( 1796 ) ] 

Trans. — 248 Wliat (.object ) is ( taken as ) completely 
similar or dissimilar either in this life or in the next life ? 
Everything is similar as well as dissimilar having permanent as 
well as transitory forms. ( 1 796 ) 

ft 1^* ^ ^ mim- 

f?r: ^Tfcri ? 

I ii 5iv?<:ii 

( ) II 
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D. C. — It is not possible to 6nd an object which is similar 
or dissimilar to other objects or even to itself even in this 
life, and much less in the other. 

All objects are found to be similar as well as dissimilar 
to other objects even in this life. So, it is no use holding the 
view that they are the same in the other life also. Similarly, 
all objects have permanent as well as transitory forms. 

This idea is illustrated by an example stated below — 

smsft ft mrt iiJiaMi (^vs^vs) 

Jaha niyaehim vi sariso na juva bhuvi bala-vuddhadhammehim i 
Jagao vi samo sattaieliim taha parabhave jivo ii 249 u ( 1 797 ) 

m; ii ii ( ) 

Yatha nijakairapi sadriso na yuva bhuvi bala-vriddbadharmaih i 
Jagato’pi samah sattadikaistatha parabhave jivah ||249ii (1797) ] 

Trans , — 249 Just as a young man does not resemble 
his own past and future forms of childhood and old age 
respectively on ( this ) earth, but at the same time resembles 
the whole of earth on account of the property of existing etc., 
in the same way, jiva, too, becomes similar as well as dissimilar 
in the other life. ( 1797 ) 

^ »RRr~s^iCH- 

f?rt II II ( ) 

D. C. — Just as a young man does not resemble his own 
forms of childhood and old age, but at the same time resembles 
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all other objects in this world on account of certain common 
properties like the quality of existing etc., in the same way. 
Jivas in the other life are not merely similar but dissimilar to 
other objects also. 

Moreover, 

eftet aniait ft i 

ftnftet ftgift^ ft II II 

Maniio devibhuo sariso sattaiehim jagao vi | 

Devaihi visariso niccanicco vi emeva ii 250 » ( 1 798 ) 

[ I 

Manujo devibhutah sadfisah sattadikair-jagato’pi i 
Deva(tViT)dibhir-visadri§o nityanityo’pyevameva || 250 u ( 1793 ) ] 

Trans. — 250 A divine man resembles the whole of 
mundane world on account of ( properties like ) existence etc. 
and is distinguished ( from it ) as well by means of ( his ) state 
of being a deity etc. In the same way, ( he ) is permanent 
and at the same time transitory also. ( 1798 ) 

I 3r^r5“ 

II 11 ( ) II 

D. C. — A person who becomes (leva after death, resembles 
all the three worlds, on account of the common characteristics 
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like existence etc., but, at the same time, he is distinguished 
from the three worlds on account of his devatva etc. This 
shows that absolute sadris'atd is not acceptible but vis(id.Hs'<U<i 
has also equal scope with it. Similarly, all objects are nitya 
on account of their dravyaAva^ and, at the same time, a-nitya 
because of their varied transformations. 

Stidharman — I accept sadrisata of objects on account of 
nothing but their relation to the same gender. That is, according 
to me, •purum turns out to be a purum and animals remain as 
animals in the hha/odntara. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument, O Sudharman ! is fallacious. 
The next life is attained by virtue of actions accomplished in 
this life. These actions come into existence on account of 
various hetus such as mithyatva etc. Hence, bhavdnkira 
which is produced by these actions should also be taken as 
vicitrakl on account of the vicitratTi of actions, but sadris'ata 
can never fit in by means of their relation to the sadrisa 
gender etc. 

For, 

51 5T5non^ ^ i 
eRe’nil; ii ii 

Ukkarisa-Vakkarisa na samanae vi jena jaie i 
Sarisaggahe jamha danaiphalam viha tamha || 251 II ( 1799 ) 

l«n II II ( ) 

UtkarsgT’p^^^i*?^^ samanayampi yena jatau i 
SadfiSagrahe yasmad danadiphalam vritbH tasmat ||25Iii (1799)] 

Trans. — 251 In ( case of ) ( absolute ) sameness, there 
will be no ( scope for ) elevation or degradation even in the 
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same genesis, ( and ) the fruits of munificence 'etc. will become 
futile. ( 1799 ) 

^ ft VT%, ^ qft gft ^ 

^rsr, efftseifte^ft i 

q’Wl 

^ ^Tfis^sq fft 5[q^ 1 

3i^rqqN^qT:-qr >i;qi5?^-sq^r, ^ 4t frfqt ? i^qr?— • 
^^5npfT ftf ftr^' q^qqrqtqr? qqiArq 

sq?Kl^5[qT% 2[TqTft’?^ f qi I ft 

qi^qiss^qq 3^fq qrqrftqf f% ftqqift i qft ^5iF^?CTl?r- 
qiqi^ ^q-qqq-^qfqqr^mft ^qisi^ qfe qq ^qi^, 
qft ^ q^qrft'ij^? fcqqff^fjr qrqi^ qifti:, ^vi q 
qif^qqi ift (i ii ( ) ll 

D. C . — If you believe in absolute sameness, there will be 
no scope either for elevation or for degradation even in the 
same genesis. One who is rich in this life will remain rich 
in the next life also in spite of his sinful actions, and a poor 
man will remain poor in the next life even if he performs 
benevolent duties such as dana, tapas, ttrtha-sndna etc., according 
to your belief of absolute sadris'atd. Thus, there will be no 
reward of either good or evil actions, but the same type of life 
will go on throughout all the hhavas. So, if there is no utkarsa 
or apaharsa in the next life, there will be no utility for various 
benevolent actions such as munificence, austerities, ablations 
in holy waters etc., to be followed by people for the atlj^inment 
oi Vevatva etc. To believe in absolute sadris'atd is, therefore, 
not proper. 261 ( 1799 ). 

And the Vtdapadas will also be wrong if absolute sddHs'ya 
is accepted— 
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^ ^ 3n«i^ i 

# *sr 'S5S ?RRra^ ii ii ( ?«o« ) 

Jam ca sigalo vai esa jayae Veyavihiyamiccaim i 
Saggiyam jam caphalam tamasanbaddham sarisayae n252ii (1800) 

[ ^ 1 5[«r I 

^ II II ( ) 

Yacea Srigalo vai esa jayate Vedavihitamityadi « 

Svargiyam yacca phalam tadasambaddham sadfiSatayam il 252 li ] 

Trans. — 252 Statements of Vedas such as Srigalo vai 
esa jayate ” etc., as well as the reward of heaven laid down 
by Vedas, will prove inconsistent in ( case of ) sadrisata { being 
admitted ). ( 1800 ) 

I 

^ tq^rfqsn^or ^qtqr 3 qq%f^f^ i “ 5 # 

t q^j ^ t?q3[T^?rq?j5:-?&sfq 

5 ^: ^flqf 5r?qfq 

Hiq-^ qjM 5^q?qq5g^, ^ q4 qq, 

gr;q^?q^^q^qT;qqi': 3 ^q%J I q^iRtsfq mqT^- 
dq^^ q^f^rrq-qtq q^^qr q^qq qjj^ scrq;^, ^ 3 
qqsft, ^ftf^qi^qq^fq I q^qrfq 
q^: il W( ii < ) ii 

'M 

D. C. — If it is admitted, O blessed Sudharman ! that the 
next life is exactly similar to this life, the sentences of Vedas 
such as “ Srigdlo vai em jayate yah sa-purt^) dahyate" etc., 
which tell us that, one who is burnt along with foeces becomes fox 
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in the next life, will turn to be inconsistent. For, according to you, 
man should become man only in the next life. Secondly, sent- 
ences like ** agnihotram juhuyaJt svargctkamah*’ and *‘agm^omena 
yamamjamahhijayati ’* which lay down the conditions for the 
attainment of svarga, will also become inconsistent because man 
does never become deity according to your theory of sadris'ta. 

* The real interpretation of puruso vai purusatvamas^nute 
pa^avah pas'utvam ’* etc. is this : — A person who is pious, 
cultured, and self-less, attains the genesis of man when he 
dies away after having attached his actions to the human name 
and lineage. But that does not mean that all purusas attain 
purmatva as a rule. By virtue of different types of actions, 
people are liable to be born in an absolutely different genesis 
also. The same is the case with animals. On account of 
certain faults like illusion etc. certain animals remain as animals 
when they pass away in the next life, having attached their 
actions to the name and lineage of animals. But all pas'us do 
not attain pas'utva as a rule because their movement from one 
hhava to another depends upon their actions. 

Thus, 

d) uuml qffsit u? 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam j 
So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaehim ||253|| (1801) 

Trans— 25'^ When the doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age and death, that 
Saint ( Sudharman ) accepted diksd along with his five hundred 
pupils. { 1801 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Fifth Ganadhara* 
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Discussion with the Sixth Qanadhara 

% arnrsasf ^p>ra>iref i 

n ii u ( ) 

Te pavvaie so um Mandio agacchai Jinasagasam i 
Vaccami tia vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 254 ii ( 1802 ) 

mifk II ii ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Mandika agacchati JinasakASam t 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase li 254 II ( ( 1802 ) ] 

Trans. — 254 Having heard that they had renounced the 
world, Mandika comes before the Jlrthafikara. ( He thinks ) : 

1 may go, pay my homage, and worship him. ( 1802 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

» 

D. G. — Now the sixth Ganadhara named Mandika, comes 
before .the Tlrthahkara and starts discussion. 

3jra^ i 
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Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namenam yagotrena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam n255H(1803) 

mm 'sr ^ n ii ( Uo\ ) 

AbbasitaSca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena | 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajiiena sarvadarSIna li 255 ii ( 1803 ) ] 

Trans . — 255 He was addressed by his name, and lineage 
by the Tlrthankara, who was free from birth, old age, and 
death, who was omniscient, and who had complete dariana 
{ undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1 803 ) 

The Tlrthankara then said — 

ft ^ ft I 

K^im manne bandha-mokkha santi na santi tti samsao tujjham I 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho »i256 li { 1804) 

51 3rRT^ (I 11 ( ) 

Kim manyase bandha-moksau sto na sta iti samSayastava i 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah Il256||(1804) ] 

Trans . — 256 What do you think about? You entertain 
doubt as to whether bandha •( worldly bondages ) and moksa 
( Pinal Liberation ), exist or not. But ( ca ), you do not know 
the ( real ) meaning of the sentences of Vedas. Their ( real ) 
interpretation is this. (1804 ) 

^ ^rr, ;t 
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fsWT-sM H ** 

*q I ^ r4 5f 3rRT%, %?r% 

^ 3^-^ ^on 

^ ^ ^ snir^- 

STRHfH ^-^scRtf^, 

5r^w§t^T3fT^^, jr^8iT%5[5r?5rT^ 1 5p^-^?jT- 

w^sr^^TSf^if^r I ^^T, ^ f :, f^r^T-sfim# 

^«^f^r^^-^TirT’-ss«?rr^iT^Rif^?ir^^3m^3^^ 

^^TT^ort ^r 

f^^T-sfS^ ^ vimh ^WsiffT^f^r^’S: I 3r3;f^ 

^ 1 3r?r: 1 ^r^r f^3«»h 

II ( ?^o») 

D. Q. — 0 Mandika ! You doubt the existence of handha 
and mokm, because you have heard various Vcdapadas having 
contradictory meanings. 

‘‘ Sa esa vigwivo vibhu r-na hadhyatc samsarati vd na muc- 
yatc mocayati vd nn vd csa bdhyamabhyantaram vd vcda ” etc. 
as well as like, 

“ Na ha vai sa'-s,'arlrasya 2 >'>’iyd~priyayora 2 )ahatir asU, 
us'ariram vd vasantam jP'^yd-jiviye na S2>vis'atah ” etc. 

You have not grasped the real meaning of these sentences. 
According to you, the interpretation of the first sentence is 
this : — The all-pervading Soul, which being free from attributes 
like sattva, rajas, and tamas, is never bound by the clutches 
of pupa and puiiya, nor does it proceed further. Since there 
is absolute handhdhhdva, this ( Soul ) can neither be detatched 
from karma, nor can it relieve the other from the handhas. 
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It knows neither the external attributes like pride etc, 
nor does it recognize its own internal self, on account of jhdna 
being the property of prakriti which is acctana here. So, the 
statements such as stated above, assert the absolute c^hdva of 
handha and moksa, between jiva and Karma, 

On the other band, sentences such as, “ na lia vai ’* etc., 
would mean quite the reverse ( according to you ). They assert 
that there is no cihhdva of priya^ and a-priya, to one having 
sarira, while the a-sartri dtman is never touched by them. 
Since the external, as well as, internal anddi aartras are 
acmddnayukta^ the aamsdri jivas are not deprived of the 
experiences of sukha and duhkha, while the a-s'ariri dtman is 
never touched by sukha and duhkha on account of the absolute 
ahhdva of its Karana, the Karman. Thus, these Vedapadas 
are inclined to assert the existence of handha and moksa. 

Such sentences have given rise to your doubt, which is 
not at all proper. Your interpretation of the sentences is 
not correct. I, therefore, give you their real interpretation. 
Please listen carefully — 

p vsei ^ w ew w % ftsn ? (^coS) 

Tam mannasi jai bandho jogo jivassa kammuna samayam i 
Puvvam paccha jivo kammam va samam vate hojja ? ii257ii (1805) 

[ vq ^ I 

^ ^ ? II RHvs II ( ) 

Tvam manyaso yadi bandho yogo jlvasya karmanil samakam i 
Purvam paScajjtvah karma va samam va te bhavetam ? u.257 tl ] 

Trans. — 257 If you believe that bandha is the union of 
jwa with Karma, will the jlva be produced first and then 
Kanna, or Karma be produced first and then jiva, or both 
together? ( 1805 ) 
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f?rj ? I ^ 

^ ^r !35fTf^iTR[ m 2 1 

f% 'il 

5ri:.H ^ ^ ^ 51^ 2 q?j5r^f?ff^ ii 

RHvs II ( ) II 

I>. C . — If, O long-lived Mandika, you believe that hatidha 
means the contact of jiva with Karma, consider whether that 
contact is ddimdn or adirahita. If it is ddimdn there will be* 
three alternatives: ( 1 ) Jtva will be produced first and then 
Karma or ( 2 ) Karma will be produced first and then jtva or 
( 3 ) both of them will be produced simultaneously. 

Refuting the first alternative, the author states :— 

5T gsfllaisit ^ t 

y l^suorj fitg ^ondt 

Na hi puvvamaheuo kharasaii^am vayasambliavt) jutto i 
Nikkaranajayassa ya nikkaranau cciya vinaso n 258 il ( 1806 ) 

[ ^ ft I 

^ n R\c ii 

Na hi purvamahetoh kharasrihgamivatmasambhavo yuktah i 
Niskaranajatasya ca niskaranaka eva vin&^ah u 258 || ( 1806 ) ] 

Trans. — 258 Like kharasringa, the production of Soul is 
not justified on account of the absence of hetu. And that 
which is born without any cause, has its end ( also ) without 
any calise. ( 1806 ) 

3ft5r: ^ *1^ 
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II R\C II ( ) II 

D. (7.— According to the first alternative stated above, jiva 
is born first and then Karma. Now since Karma is the hetu 
of jtvas, the production of jtva is totally unjustified like the 
production of khara-s'rihga on account of its a-hetuktva. For, 
that which has no hetri, is never produced like khara-srihga, 
and that which has already been produced is never nir-hetuka 
• as in case of ghata. Moreover, that which is born without 
any cause, has even to meet its end without any end. 

Proceeding further the author argues — 

3Tf i^ERotaft ft H gaft ii II 

Ahava’nai cciya so nikkaranao na kammajogo se i 

Aha nikkaranao so, mukkassa vi hohii sa bhujjo li 259 ii (1807) 

m q:, sqj^qifq \\V\V\ 

Athava’midireva sa niskaranako na karniayogastasya I 

Atha niskaranah sah muktasyapi bhavisyati sa bhfiyah Il259||(1807)] 

Trans. -259 Or, that (soul) being aiiadi, may be beyond 
any cause, and ( hence ) liave no connection with Karma. If 
it were beyond any cause, it might have belonged to a mukta 
being also. ( 1807 ) 

qcTJ '' % q 

qqq fq 1 m qq^, qg 
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5iTft«iRr, m P5Tf 

II w II ( ) II 

D. C.— Mandika : — Existence of soul has already been 
established from times immemorial before Karma was produced. 
It is, therefore, useless to, consider whether its production is 
sa-hetuka or nir~-hetuka. 

Bhagavdn : — In that case, O Mandika ! on account of its 
causelessness, dtman will have no bondage with Karma as it 
has no bondage with dkds'a. 

Marulika- — No, in spite of its causelessness, the soul is 
in contact with Karma. 

Bhagavdn : — Then, it will be attached to a mukta ( liberated ) 
being also. Thus, one that has already been liberated from 
the worldly bondages, will again come into those bondages on 
account of the common property, viz:-mxkdranatd belonging to 
both of them. 259 ( 1807 ). 

^ H ^ ^ ? I 

51 ft JTsft jpfmi II II (?«o<) 

liojja sa niccamukko bandhabhavammi ko va se mokklio ? • 

Na hi mukkavvavaeso bandhabhave mao nabhaso ii 260 ii { 1 H08) 

ST II 11 ( ) 

Bhavet sa nityamukto bandhabhave ko va tasya moksab ? | 

Na hi muktavyapade^o bandhabhave mato nabhasah ||260|| (1808)] 

Trans. — 260 If it is ever liberated in absence of bondage, 
how will its moksa exist ? For, in absence of bondage, attribute 
of liberation could never be accepted as in the case of aka^a. 

{ 1808 ) 
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li II ( ) II 

D. G.^Mcmdika : — On account of the ahhdva of Karmayoga, 
this dtman is also nitya-mukta. 

Bhagavdn : — If it is so, 0 Mmidika, how will nwksa be 
attributed to it ? For, one that is not susceptible to handha, 
is never susceptible to mokm also, as in the case of dkds'a. 
Mokm can be attributed only to those that undergo bandhas. 
The first alternative that jiva is prodiiced first and then Karma, 
is, therefore, not acceptible. 260 ( 1808 ). 

Now, the other two alternatives-ta'z,, that Karma is produced 
first and jiva afterwards or that both of them are produced 
simultaneously — are refuted as follows : — 

51 51 1% ^ ^ I 

51 fl ^ 1% 5r ^5t5onfti3: 5fN-^iwn<ii i 

3rf 55ii^ 5ii%nonoi ii ii (?c?o) 

Na ya kammassa vi puvvam katturabhave samubbhavo jiitto | 
Nikkaranao so vi ya taha jugavuppattibhave ya ii261 ii { 1809) 

Na hi katta kajjam ti ya jugavuppattie jiva-kammanam i 
Jutto vavaeso’yam jaha loe govisananam ii 262 ii { 1810 ) 

^ ft ^ I 

5t|«T^?}ts4 ^«ri II II ( XcU ) 
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Na ca karmano’pi pflrvam karturabhave samudbhavo yuktah » 
Niakara^akal) so’pi ca tatha yugapadutpattibhave ca ll26lii (1809) 
Na hi karta karyamiti ca yugapadutpattau jiva-karmanoh | 
Yukto vyapade^o’yam yatha loke govisanayoh li 262 ii ( 1810 ) ] 

Trans. — 261-262 It is not appropriate { to believe ) the 
production of Karma to be first in absence of Karta, nor is it 
so even it it is niskaranaka. In case of both being produced 
simultaneously, the same { difficulties ) will arise. Moreover, 
in ( case of ) simultaneous production of jiva and Karma, 
designation of karta and karya will not properly fit in as 
found in the propular example of the two horns of a cow. 
( 1809-1810 ) 

^ RI^RT: ** %R:-~ 

^ ft 5RR^rRRi^3rfR-R;^«JTt: ** SIR s^r: ** rt itrt- 

RiR ” ift SRR^Jjt 3^R^, RRT 
^RtfRRR^'^fR II II ( ?CoV?<S?o ) II 

D. C . — It is not appropriate to accept that Karma is 
produced first and jiva. afterwards. For, the production of 
Karma is not possible without jiva^ which is the Karta at the 
same time. And if that production of Karma, is niffkdranaka, 
its end will also be niskdramcka. 

It is also not proper to say that jh'a and Karma are 
produced simultaneously. Because, in that case also, both 
being nir-hetuka, the same difficulties will arise. 

Moreover, if jiva and Karma are produced together, they 
will no longer be taken as kartd and kdrya but like the two 
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horns of a cow, they will be taken as twins produced together. 
261-262 ( 1809-1810 ). 

Now, coming to the second alternative at the root, the 
author proceeds : — 

xtwiTonfailt ^ rn; ft si «ivn lift# i 
sftjonf ^w-sifioT sr u ii 

Hojjanalo va sambandho taha vi na ghadae mokkho i 
Jo’nai so’nanto jiva-nahanam va sambandho ii 263 ii (1811) 

Bhavedanadiko va sainbandhastathflpi nu ghatate uioksah i 
Yo’nadih so’nanto jtva-nabhasoriva sanibandhah Il263n (1811)] 


Trans.— 263 Or, if the contact ( of jiva with Karma ) is 
( taken as ) anadika ( without any beginning ), there will be 
nothing like rnoksa. That which is anddi like the contact of 
jlva and dkdsa, is ananta ( endless ) also. ( 1811 ) 

I ^ ^ I 

Ii II ( MX ) II 

D, C. — If the contact of jiva with Karma is anadika, it 
should be even ananta like the contact of jiva with sky, and 
in that case there will be no scope for nwksa at all. 

f SI SI ^ SI i|g ^-sit^ fti I 

^01 gx dnaiissr si q- 3151 goig n n 
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lya juttie na ghatai suvvai ya suisu bandha-mokkha tti i 
Tena tuba samsao’yam na ya kajjo’yam jaha sunasu ii264h (1812) 

^ ^ q ^ qqr H H ) 

Iti yuktya na ghatote Sruyate ca srutisu bandha-inoksaviti | 
Tena tava sam^ayo’yam na ca karyo’yam yatha ^yinu II264II (1812)] 

Trans. — 264 Thus by means of the above-mentioned 
argilment, bandha and moksa do not fit in. Still however, it is 
heard in the Vedas ( that they exist ). This doubt of yours 
— which^is ( absolutely ) improper — is due to that. So, listen to 
me ( now ). ( 1812 ) 

i qwsq^ i qqr qiq q ^r^^qqr 

I I qq*; II II ( ) H 

D. C . — The arguments advanced by you do not lead one 
to prove the existence of hmdha and nwksa as seen above. 
But, since it has already been found in Vedtis that they exist, 
your doubt has come into existence, which is totally unworthy 
of you. Now, listen to me. 264 ( 1812 ). 

Santano’naio paropparam heu-heubhavao i 

Dehassa ya kammassa ya Mandiya! biyarn-kuranam vaii265ll( 1813) 

[ qqrqrsqif^: i 

q qf^q; I ir^hii (MR) 

Santano’nadikah parasparam hetu-hetubhavat i 

Dehasyaca karmanasca Mandika! bija’hkurayoriva ||265|| (1813) ] 

Trans.— 265 Since body and Karma are mutually related 
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like seed and sprout as hetu and hetumat, their expansion, 
O MandikUy is anddika. ( 1813 ) 

I ^ 'T«rr^ ** ? 

3r^t^rg[ II II II 

D. C. — The santdna of s'urtra and Karma is anadi 
because both of them are related to each other as hetu and 
heiumat like seed and sprout. On account of this andditva of 
santdna, the argument that^tua is born first and Karma after- 
wards, will automatically be null and void. 265 ( 1813 ). 

sfltibi n ^ ^ si) q ^santrotw i 

^ ^ ?r 3r spswtooi^H iih^^ii(?<^8) 

Atthi sa deho jo kammakaranam jo ya kajjamannassa I 
K,amniam ca dehakaranamatthi ya jam kajjamannassa ti266ii (1814) 

[ ^ kii I 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

Asti sa deho yah karmakuranam yasca karyamanyasya | 

Karma oa dehakaranamasti ca yat karyamanyasya || 266 II (1814)] 

Trans. — 266 The body is such that it becomes the cause 
of ( one ) Karma, and effect of another, while Karma is also the 
cause of (one ) body, and the effect of another. (1814) 

^T§^I gqr, I f% 

3rTf~5T3 

i srf^srTqnf^fmT^, ^ 
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^ ? II II ( l€U ) II 

D. (7.~Some deha is such that it serves as the cause 
of some future actions, while it itself has already been 
the effect of some past actions. The Karma in turn also 
serves as the cause of some body to come, while it has itself 
been the effect of some other body in the past. Thus, in this 
anddi sanisdra the santuna of deha and Karma is also anddi 
as it never stops to rest. 

Mamlika : — But it is quite irrelevant to establish the 
andditra of Karma-santdna. For, the point is to establish the 
existence of handha and mok.<a,. 

Bhagavdn ; — It is not so, 0 Mandika ! “ Kriyate iti Karma” 
that which is accomplished is action. So, an unaccomplished 
action is never possible. In the accomplishment of Karma^ 
its kdrana is nothing but handhn^ and hence the significance 
of establishing the anuditva of Karma- santdrai,. 

Mamhhi If that which has been accomplished is Ka.rma, 
who is the kfirtd of this deha% 266 ( 1814 ). 

The Bhagardn replies — 

m ft f% ir^vsii(?^?h) 

Katfa jivo kammassa karanao jaha ghadassa ghadakaro 1 
Evam dya dehassa vi kammakaranasambhavau tti 11 267 it (1815) 

II II ( ) 

Karta jtvah karmanah karanato yatha ghaUsya gha^karah | 
Evameva dehasyapi karmakaranasambhavaditi 11 267 || ( 1815 )] 
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Trans, — 267 Just as jiva happens to be the karia of 
karma as potter ( is ) of ghata by virtue of its instrumentality, 
so also, { it becomes the karta) of deha by virtue of karma 
as ( its ) instrument. ( 1815 ) 

II II ( ) II 

D. (7.— Just as potter is called the ka7'td of ghata because 
he is accompanied by various karmms such as daruki etc., the 
Soul will also be called the karta of deha by reason of its 
being accompanied by Karma as the kararia. 267 ( 1815 ). 

Here, again, the opponent’s view is stated and refuted — 

K.ammam karanamasiddham va te mai kajjao tayam siddham | 
Kiriyaphalao ya puno padivajja tamaggibhui vva Il268ii (1816) 

ii Ii ( ) 

Karma karanamasiddham vil tava matih karyatastat siddham i 
Kriyaphalatasca punah pratipadyasvatadagnibhutiriva||268ti(l8l6)] 

Trans,— Or, ( it may be ) your belief that Karma 
cannot be proved as karana ; but it has been proved by ( the 
help of ) karya. ^Moreover, like AgnUjfmti ( you should ) accept 
it by reason of kriyaphala also. ( 1816 ) 
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3r?r^, 3 :^^, 

^ ? I ^sTT, TRT^fsp^Tt, 

m ^RT ^ ^ I rfirR 

II II ( U\^ ) 

D. C. — Mandika: — Since kamia is atindrii/a ( beyond the 
perception of sense-organs ) it can never be taken as karana. 

Bh<xgavdn: — It is not so. Since s'arira is susceptible to 
production like gho.ta, it must have some karana to bring its 
existence. This karana is Karma itself. Or, say, there must 
be some karana between KartCi like dtman and Kdrya like 
s'o/i'lra as in the case of ghatakara and ghata. And this can 
be nothinsT else V)Ut Karma, This shows that Karma can be 
brought alxiut even by the help of Kuryas like s'arira. 
Moreover. Kdrya, s like dema etc. which are inspired by fruit 
are also fruitful like Kriyds such as kn'si etc. So, like Agnihhuti, 
you, too, 0 Mandika, ! shall have to admit the existence of 
Karma. 268 || ( 1816 ) H 

In reply to the assertion that a handha which is anOdi 
is ananta also the author states — 

oira^nrft i 

HHT 1% 5T3n 

Jam santano’nai tenananto’vi nayameganlo i 

Disai santo vi jao katthai biyam-kurainam u 269 ii ( 1817 ) 

Yat santano’nadistenSnanto’pi nayamekantab | 

Dfisyate sannapi yatah kutrapi blja’-hkuradinam H 269 It ( 1.817 )] 

Trans . — 269 An expansion which has no beginning, 
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cannot exclusively be called endless also. For, the expansions 
such as that of seed and sprout etc. though void of beginning 
are sometimes found ( as having ends ) also. ( 1817 ) 

sf«r” 

^STT-spr^RT II II ( ) 

D. (7. -—There can never be an exclusive rule that the 
anudi santdna of jiva and Karma combined together is ananta 
also. For, in some cases, the santdna does come to an end 
inspite of its andditva e. y. the santdna of seed and sprout. 
Also, 

?R«r fair dmoft ^ uhvsou (?<:?«) 


Annayaramanivvattiyakajjam biyam-kurana jam vihayam i 
Tattha hao santano kukkudi-aiidaiyanam ca ll 270 ii ( 1818 ) 

[ ^STT-Sf I 

^5r f^fsr-sTj^rf^^T?iT ^ ii ii ( M^) 


Anyataradanirvartitakaryam bija-hkurayoryad vihatam i 
Tatra hatah santanah kukkutya’-ndadikanam ca H 270 II (1818)] 








Jaha veha kancano-valasanjogo’naisantaigao vi i 

Vocchijjai sovayam taha jogo jiva-kammanam ii 271 u ( 1819 ) 

[ mi If I 

?r«ii ^ irns^u { W %) 


Yaths veha kancano-palasamyogo’n&disantatigato’pi I 
Vyavacchidyate sopayam tatha yogo jjva-karmanoh ||27ltt (1819)] 
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Trans. — 270-271. When either of seed and sprout is 
destroyed without having accomplished the ( desired ) effect, 
its Santana is also destroyed. The same is the case with a 
hen and its eggs also. Or, just as the contact of gold with 
stone though continued in succession through times immemorial, 
is cut off, in the same way, the contact of jiva with Karma 
( is also cut off ). ( 1818-1819 ). 

^ 11 ^v9o-;^\3^ II ( ) 

D. C . — If either of htju and ahkura vanishes without 
accomplishing the desired effect, the same will be true in case 
of hen and its eggs as well as father and sou also. Or, just 
as the contact between gold and stone could bo removed by 
means of the heat of 6rc inspite of its anaditva, the contact 
between jivu and Karma could also be brought to an end 
by means of tapas, sarnyama etc., until ultimately the m()ks(t 
is attained. || 270-271 { 1818-1819 ) || 

Anticipating the opponent’s objection at this juncture, the 
author proceeds — 

A T% w 3Tf ? ? i 

^ VTf IR 5r [ 

To kim jiva-nahana va aha jogo karicano-valanam va ? i 
Jivassa ya kammassa ya bhannai duviho vi na viruddho Il272u( 1820) 
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Padhamo’bhavvanam ciya bhavvanam karicano-valanam va i 
Jivatte samanne bhavvo’bhavvo tti ko bheo? ii 273 ii ( 1821 ) 

[ Hr ? I 

^ ^ iRvs^ii 

5fNts^5?T |T% ? II Ii 

Tatah kim jiva-nabhasorivatha yogah karicano-palayoriva ? 
Jivasya ca karnianas'ca bhanyate dvi-vidho’pi na viruddhah n 272 ii 

Prathamo’bhavyananjeva bhavyanam kaiieano-palayoriva | 
Jivatve sauianye bhavyo’bhavya iti ko bhedah || 273 ii ( 1821)] 

Trans.— 21 2-21 “ Then, does the union of jiva and karma 
resemble the union of jiva and nabhas ? Or, is it similar to 
that between gold and stone ? ’’ “ Union in both the ways will 
not be contrary. The first belongs to the inauspicious only; 
( contact ) of the auspicious resembles ( the one ) between gold 
and stone.” “ What is the distinction betu'een auspicious and in- 
auspicious when the state of existence is common?” (1820-1821). 

g:ifTqsiif^ 5rr%«T?iRt ? i ^®^^s^^jT-f5:«rTSR^- 

ri5r 5r?i^s;TT5r?rR^^sti?5qT^f i 

g:JTFrsfq 

5TF^Tf^R%'?TJ., ^ ^ 
I, ^ II ^vsV^vs^ II ( ) it 

Z>. C. — Mamlika: — Should the andcli contact of jiva with 
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Karma be taken as ananta like that between jtva and nahhas 
or as sdtita like that between gold and stone ? 

Bhagavdn: — It is possible in both ways. It is found as 
ariddi &Tid ananta. in case of inauspicious objects, but in case 
of auspicious objects like gold and stone, it is found as anddi 
and Santa. 

MaiuUka-. — How could you distinguish between auspicious 
and inauspicious when the state of existence is the same 
everywhere ? 

Moreover, it cannot be argued that just as the experiences 
of hen and animal life are different from each other even if 
the state of existence is the same in both, so, also, the 
distinction between hhavya and a-hhavya is possible, because, 
the ndraka experiences etc. are produced on account of Karma 
and are not svdhhdvika. 

V vjftswwi ^ iisivsaa 

Hou jai kammakao na viroho naragaibheu vva i 
Bhanahaya bhavva’bhavva sabhavao tena samdeho ll274ii (1822) 

^ IRVSVIK ) 

Bhavatu yadi karmakrito na virodho narakadibheda iva | 
Bhanatha ca bhavya’bhavyan svabhavatastena sanidehab ii 274 li 

Trans . — 274 If the distinction is caused by karma as in 
the case of hellish experience etc., there is no objection. But 
when you say that they are auspicious and inauspicious by 
their ( very ) nature, the doubt does arise. { 1822 ) 
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^ 1 ^ 5(t5r«r, 

^ II ^v9V II ( ) n 

D, C. — Mandika : — If you accept that the distinction 
between hhavya and a-hhavya is also karma-^janitci ( like that 
between hen and animal life ) I have nothing to say, but 
when you take their distinction to be svahhdvika, I raise the 
doubt II 274 ( 1822 ) ii 

Explaining the real cause between hhavya and a-hhavya 
the author replies: — 

Davvaitte tulle jiva-nahanam sabhavao bheo i 
Jiva’jivaigao jaha, taha bhavveyaraviseso ii 275 ii ( 1823 ) 

IRvsHII 

Dravyaditve tulye jiva-nabhaso svabhavato bhedah | 
Jiva’jivildigato yatha, tatha bhavyetara-vis’esah || 273 II ( 1823 )] 

Trans. — 275 Just as in ( case of ) jiva and nabhas the 
natural distinction of living and lifeless does exist even in 
( the midst of ) the common element of { their being ) dravya 
etc., in the same way, the distinction of auspicious and inauspi- 
cious is also natural. ( 1823 ) 

^5rtW^T»^sfq ’(TS^T-Stfisqf^ ^ ^ ? 

II Wa II ( ) 

D. C . — Although jtra and dkds'a possess the common 
properties like dravyatva, saliva ( existence ), pr;ameyat®a 
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( destructibility ) jheyatva ( eognizibil’ity ) etc., distinction such 
as that of Jtva and a-jtva etc., does exist by its very nature. 
Similarly, in case of jivas also, even though is common, 

the distinction of hhavya and abhavya remains there as a 
natural consequence. || 275 ( 1823 ) II 

The pupil objects to this view thus — 

ft ft^ i 

^ ;n?«T ftim iRvs^n 

Evam pi bhavvabhavo jivattam piva sabhavajaio | 

Pavai nicco tammi ya tadavatthe natihi nivvanam ii276h (1824) 

Evampi bhavyabhavo jtvatvamiva svabhiLvajatiyah | 

Prapnoti nityastasmiri^ca tadavasthe nasti nirvanarn ii276ii (1824)] 

Trans.—Zlb Even in that case, the quality of ( being ) 
auspicious being natural like jivatva, will become everlasting; 
and if it is so, there will be no { scope for ) final liberation 
( at all ). { 1824 ) 

51 5fr^ ^ ^=51517^^ II II ( ) 

D. C , — If the quality of hhavyatva is svdhhdvika as jivatva, 
as said above, it will become everlasting like jivatva also. 
Consequently, in the midst of everlasting hhavyabhdva, there 
will be no scope for inoksa at all |) 276 ( 1824 ) |i 

The author refutes this argument as follows; — 
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^ ft tft i 

3|| *ft® ^ ? IRvs\SH(?<^'i) 

Jaha ghadapiivvabhavo’naisahavo vi sanihano evam i 

Jai bhavvattabhavo bhavejja kiriyae ko doso ? it 277 ii ( 1825) 

^ II ^vsvs II ( ) 

Yatha ghatepurvabbavo’nadisvabbavo’pi sanidhana evatn i 
Yadi bhavyatvabbavo bbavet kriyaya ko dosah || 277 it (1825) ] 

Trans . — 277 What harm is there if the ( previous ) abfmva 
of auspiciousness is possessed of end, like the previous non- 
existence of ^haia inspite of its h^mgatiadi by nature? (1825) 

II ijvsvs II ( ) 

1). C . — Tlie previous non -existence of (jhata comes to an 
end, when ghukt is actually produced. Similarly, there is no 
barm if wc assujue that the ahhfiva of hhavyatva comes to an 
end, when the hhavytmt is actually brought into existence by 
the process of perception II 277 ( 1825 ) II 

^u»i ft^ Jf 3 1 1 

RR U ftl%ft IR'SCU 

Antidaharanamabliavo kharasahgam piva mai na tarn jamha | 
Bhavo cciya sa visittho kunibhanuppattimettenam ii278u (1826) 

^ ii li ( ) 

Auud&haranabhavah kharasriugamiva matirna tad yasuiat I 
Bhava eva sa visistah kumbhunutpattimatrena li 278 li ( 1826 ) ] 
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Trans . — 278 ( You may believe that ) like kharasfmga^ 
this is no ( good ) example. But it is not so. That is nothing 
but bhava distinguished by the non-production o\ ghata. (1826) 

i ^zw[■ 

fwftrc li II ( URR ) 

D. O. — Mandika : — Like kharmriiiga previous non-existence 
cannot be taken as a right illustration, because like kharasrihga 
it is non-existent on account of its ahhdvariqxitd. 

Bhagavdti '. — It is not so. The previous <d)hdva of ghaiM is 
itself hhiiva. The only difference found in it is that, at this 
stage the production of ghata has not yot been brought about 
from the mass of earth, wliich has served as its karaufi from 
times immorial [\ '^77 ( 1826 ) ii 

w ^ ii u ( ?<sh's ) 

Evam bhavvuccheo kotthagarassa va avacau tti | 

Tam nanantattanao’nagayakalam -baranam va ii 279 ii ( 1827 ) 

II II ( ) 

Evam bhavyocchedah kostagarasyevapacaya iti | 

Tad nanantatvato’nagatakala-mbarayoriva || 279 || ( 1827 ) ] 

Trans . — 279 Similarly, it is not ( correct ) ( to believe ) 
the culmination of the auspicious to be similar to the diminution 
of granery on account of ( its ) endlessness like the time to 
come or sky. ( 1827 ) 
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«rT?^- 

3r?r?trt^r^ ar^TOfii^T-ssiRmf^fg i ^ 

^ 5rf^- 

^JiTiJi mq^^sq^qiri^stq^iirg^RHiTwf^j, gfgfr^R 
5:8?iT5r^?in'?5T^T'T=4t^?TR: I ji 

II II ( HR'O ) II 

D. C, — Mandika: — If the uccheda of hhavya jivas is 
accepted, this world will gradually be deprived of them. 
Ultimately there will be no hhavya jiva existing in the world. 
For just as a granary of corn, is being exhausted day by day 
by the gradual decrease of corn, this world will also be losing 
one hhavya jiva at least at the end of say, six months, when 
he will be attaining mo&sa, until ultimately the world will be 
void of hhavya jivas. 

Bhagavdn :—Y our argument is fallacious, O Matulika. 
The number of hhavya jivas is as endless as the time to come 
or sky, and hence its absolute viccheda should never be feared. 

^ ^rsn i 

W 3Totrmt>rr ^rav'mf^is'n ii ^ico ii ( ) 

^ ^ # ra Htstfioi I 

ST eg^an fNt *if fhs ? lucuKtc’i'i) 

«fi'>wnJRRm*TOFmnft ^ ^ i 

Jam catita’nagayakala tulla jao ya sarnsiddlio ( 

Ekko ananlabhago bhavvanamaiyakalenam ii 280 II ( 1828 ) 
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Essenam tattiu cciya jutto jam to vi savvabhavvanam i 
Jutto na samuccheo hojja mat kahaminam siddham ? ii281ii(1829) 

Bhavvanamanantattanantabhago va kiha mukko sim i 
Kaladao va Mandiya ! maha vayanao va padivajja ii 282 II ( 1830 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

I JT^q^TR II^^RII 

Yaccattttt’nagatakalau tulyau yats’ca samsiddhah I 
Eko’nantabhago bhavyanaiiiatitakalena n 280 |i ( 1828 ) 

Esyata tavaneva yukto yat tato’pi sarvabhavyanain i 

Yukto na samuccliedo bhaved tnatih katbaiiiidaui siddham ? ||281ii 

Bhavyaiiaiiianantatvatuanautabhago va katliam va mukta esaiu ? 
Kaladaya iva Mandika ! mama vacanad va pratipadyasva ||282|| ] 

Trans.~2H()~2i>\-2H2 Since the times-past and future- 
are similiar, an infinitesimal part of the auspicious which has 
already been liberated in the past will meet liberation in 
future also. It is not proper therefore to believe in ( complete ) 
destination of all auspicious ( creatures ). ( It may be asked ) 

“ How is it proved ? Or, how is the endlessness or infinitesimal 
part of the auspicious ( creatures ) liberated ? ” “ Like Kala etc. 
Or, O Mandika, take it ( for granted ) on my word. ” ( 1828 - 
1829-1830 ) 

^?r?qrrft- 

?JTqRT^ Crq 
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^p~3r;F?rr ?r^5r;w5Tm?q ? i 

3Prt^^^-q;T^-ssq;T^r3[^ g^5i?^mT«r^ 

^ if^5i;TT^, ^R5T“SS^TJjqtf^q 5i 
5i3:w^ m I n i» 

( ) 

D. C. — As the time, whether past or future is the same 
throughout, the infinite number of hhavya jivas, or a portion 
of them attains moJcsa during past as well as future times in 
equal proportion. The uccheda of all hhavya jtvas is, therefore, 
not acceptible. 

Maridika: — But how is it proved that the hhavyas are 
ananta and their anantahhdya attains moksa at all times ? 

Bhagavdn: — They are antanta like kdla and dkds'a. Even 
if infinite number of hhavyas passes away to moksa, they 
remain endless for ever like kdla and dkds'a. Rely upon my 
word, O Mandika, and accept it. ti 280-282 ( 1828-1830 ) li 

If it is asked “ How could it be taken as true merely on 
your words ? ” the answer is — 

nfwjrjifsii ^ 5nopm3|R«J^?m ^ ii ii 
ft g«33 3n dnsri 

Sabbhuyaminam ginhasu maha vayanao’vasesavayanarrf va i 
Savvannutaio va janayamajjliatthavayanani va ii 283 ll ( 1831) 

Mannasi kiha savvannii savvesini savvasamsayaccheya i 
DiUhantabhavammi vi pucchau jo samsao jassa u 28411 (1832) 
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II R<^ II ( \^AR ) 

SadbliutainidHTii grihana madvacanadavas’estivucanamiva | 
Sarvajnatadito vh jnsjakaniadhyasthavacianaiuiva || 283 ii ( 1831 ) ] 


Manyase kathatii sarvajnali sarvesain sarvasainsayacchedat l 
Dristaiit&bhavo’pi priccbatu yah samsjiyo yasya li 284 It ( 1832 ) ] 


7 >fl«s.— 283 - 2 (S 4 Like all oilier slalenients or like the 
statement of an impartial observer, take it as a fact from my word, 
because of my omniscience. ( If ) you question “ How am I to 
be omniscient ? ” ( The reply is thcit ) I am Omniscient because 
I remove the doubts of all. Even in absence of ( proper ) 
examples, one who entertains doubts may ask-nic. ( 183 L- 1832 ) 

W *T3:=^JT^ , ^TWrflf^WT- 

f f m I mi i 

€ts?r I 1 \ 


D. C . — Bhafj'Xvdn: — Take everything that I speak to be 
authentic, because 1 am sarvajha and vUardya. 

Mandikcf . — On what ground are you to be called S'trvajua f 

Bhagavdn : — I am sarvfijna because 1 remove the doubts of 
all. Even though it is not necessary to cite an example in this 
connection, one who entertains doubts may put a question so 
that he may be convinced of my sariyayVictfm 283-284(1831-1832) 



•: 836 :• 


Jinabhadra Gani's 


[ The sixth 


Mandika^ then, puts the question as follows 

ft ^ ft i 

^ ^ ft srai m fikr «fWJi Mh ? ii’i'SHii (tc^) 

Bhavva vi na sijjhissanti kei kalena jai vi savvena i 

Nanu te vi abhavva cciya kimva bhavvattanam tesim ? ii285||(I833) 

[ 3rfq ^ %sfq i 

f%wi ii ii ( ) 

Bhavya api na setsyanti ke’pi kalena yadyapi sarvena i 
Nanu tc’pyabhavya eva kimva bhavyatvam tesam ? Ii285|| (1833) ] 

Trans. — 285 Some ( of the creatures ) though bhavya, 
do not attain nioksa at any time. As a matter of fact, they 
are also a-bhavyas. If not so, how is their bhavyatva accoun- 
ted for ? (1833 ) 

515^1 STR ^ 

\\rc\ (^<^^^)ii 

D. C . — Mavdika: — If all those that are bhavya do not attain 
mokm at any time inspito of their bhavyatva, why should they 
not be called a-bhavya? Otherwise, by what characteristics are 
they to be distinguished as bhavya ? |i 285 || ( 1833 ) ] 

The reply is — 

5(wnf 51 51 ^i5raoi uf) i 

3J5 sipjiftn ft ?rf 51 nrftm ii5(«^ii(?<:^8) 

Bhannai bhavvo j'oggo na ya joggattena sijjhai savvo l* 

Jaha joggammi vi dalie savvammi na ktrae padima ii286ii (1834) 

[ ^ ^ I 
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Bhanyate bhavyo yogyo na ca yogyatvena sidhyati sarvah i 
Yatha yogye’pi dalike sarvasmin na kriyate pratima. ||286||(1834)] 

Trans. — 286 The bhavya is called worthy ( of moksa ), 
but all do not attain { moksa ) by ( virtue of ) mere worthiness, 
just as image could not be produced merely by means of 
proper constituents. ( 1834 ) 

^ ^ 

5im*TT 

I qf Jr%JITf^«T^S^i?TgrT I 

^ ^ ^^pr?ITT- 

f^i=g ?rr Ir<:^II 

D. C. — Bhavya means worthy of attaining moksa and not 
exactly one who attains moksa. Worthiness for moksa does 
not mean the attainment itself. Even though substances like 
gold, jewels, stones, sandal wood etc, are capable of producing 
an image, the image is not produced out of all but only out of 
certain suitable substances. There is no such rule that the 
image is produced by means of certain suitable substances but 
only when suitable substances unite to produce an imago. 

Similarly, in case of hhodiyas also, there is no rigid rule 
that one who is bhavya must necessarily attain moksa nor will 
bhavya, be called a— bhavya if he does not attain moksa. Sooner 
or later, bhavya alone attains moksa by virtue of its necessary 
characteristics, but a-bhavya will never be able to attain 
moksa || 286 ( 1834 ) II 
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Also, 

315 ^ H ^ ’nHtPi- ^q i » t 3fi< i > ft3ii*t3iinft ft i 

H ft^fa? ?rai ^ H ft^af i|5i«'sii(?c^h) 

^ goi 3rt HI H 3 aa>>iHi i 

35 3ft »ft^ ftwHt fft a5I®i 3 53^ ll’«:<:ll(?c^^) 

Jaha va sa eva pasana-kanagajogo viogajoggo vi 1 
Na vijujjai savvo cciya sa vijujjai jassa sampatti 11 287 tt { 1 835) 

Kim puna ja sampatti sa joggasseva na 11 ajoggassa i 
Taha jo mokkho niyama so bhavvanam na iyaresim Ii288ll (1836) 

^ ^ IRdvsIl {l^VO 

f% ^srriHJ ^ I 

g«rT ^ ^ ) 

Yathft Va sa eva p&Sana-kanakaj'ogo viyogayogyo’pi | 

Na viyujyate sarvam eva sa viyujyate yasya saiiiprapti^l|287 ||(1835)J 

Kim puriarya sampraptih sa yogyasyaiva na tvayogyasya 1 
Tatha yo mokso niyaiuat sa bhavyanam netareJ^m h288ii (1836)] 


Trans. — 287-288 Just as the contact between stone and 
gold, though susceptible to separation, is not separated, only 
those that have reached attainment are separated. Similarly, 
moksa which is laid down as a rule belongs only to bhavyas 
and not to others. { 1835-1836 ) 
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D. C. — Although the contact between gold and stone is 
susceptible to separation, it can never be applied to all as a 
general rule. Because, only that which secures necessary 
conditions for separation is separable. 

Moreover, these necessary conditions which cause the 
separation, act only upon those that are worthy of separation 
and not upon others. The same is the ease with moksa. The 
attainment of moksa is possible for hhavyas only, and not for 
otr-hJMijyas even if they possess necessary conditions. This is 
the distinctive feature between hhavya and a-bhctvya U 287-288 
( 1835-1836 ) 11 

>iiWT 5T ^ f I 

531 ^ ft 5f 

ft hI 51 ri 1 . 

fHftoiwft/b^ i%5i "iiwROTsft ^ 

K.ayagaimattanao mokkho nicco na hoi kumbho vva 1 
No paddhamsabhavo bhuvi taddhamma vi jam nicco ii289ii (1837) 

Anudaharanamabhavo eso vi mat na tarn jao niyao | 
KumbhavinasavisiUho bhavo cciya poggalamao ya 1)290 11 (1858) 

^fk II u ( ) 

II II ( ) 

KritakJdimattvfid mokso nityo na bhavati kumbha iva 1 
No pradhvamsabhavo bhuvi taddharmapi yad nityah |t289|| (1837) 
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Anudaharanamabh&ra eso’pi matirna tad yato niyatah ) 
KumbhavinaSavi^isto bbava eva pudgalamayaSca It 290 li (1838)] 

Trans . — 289-290 “ Like kumbha, moksa is not nitya on 
account of its artificiality etc. ” It is not so. Because, 
indestructibility is everlasting on this earth inspite of its 
( possessing ) that property. “ { But ) this negation is void of 
example also. ” That is not true. Destruction of kutnbha is 
definite and ( hence ) ( its ) positiveness is distinguished by 
means of pudgalas. ( 1837-1838 ) 

fSTfqj 1 fqq^rsfq 
qET^!r«qfn?nq: ^qqjTfq^q^qimsfq R?q ^q, qqfq?q- 
^ ^q^qfqq^qT?q3Tqq^itTftfq I mk q^^q %q^ 

qqfqJJ qm^rq: T%?^qtsfq q’sqqTqT^s^irq^qTq^iqgqTf^' 
oT%q I q, q^ q^qiq; fqqqr fqfqq: f»qmqi?iFfq%^ 
fqiWJ qiq ^qiqqfq q^qqiqrq: i 

qfqfq I qqq qi^^q ii ii 

ii ( ) II 

D. C . — Mandika — Moksa is not nitya but it is a-nitya like 
yhuUi, as it is artificial and adiman in character like ghata. 

Bhagavdn :-^lt is not so. The hetu advanced by you 
applies to the vipaksa as well, and hence it is anaikdntika. 
The pr<idhvanisabhdva^ in case of ghata, for example, is nitya 
inspite of its being kritaka. For, if it were a-nitya, objects 
like ghata should have been born in the same form. 

Matidika : — But since pradhvamsdhhdva is negative in 
character, you will not be able to cite an example based on it. 

Bhagavdn : — It is not negative, O Mandika ! but positive in 
character. The definite forms of pvdgalas found at the 
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destruction of ghata is nothing but pradhvamSham. The 
example cited is, therefore, quite proper to the occasion. The 
same is the case with moksa also. Moksa will never be called 
a-nitya even if it is believed to possess the properties like 
kritakatva. II 28S-290 ( 1837-1838 ) II 

Or, say, Mokia is not kriUika at all on account of the 
following reason: — 

ft ^ I 

ft smdl (?«^%) 

Kim vegantena kayam poggalamettavilayammi jivassa I 
Kim nivvattiyamahiyam nabhaso ghadamettavilayammi ? ll 291 ll 

\% ii ( ) 

Kim vaikuntena kritam pudgalamatravilaye jivasya i 

Kim nirvaftitamadhikam nabhaso ghatematravilaye ?ii291|| (1839)] 

Trans. — 291 “ At the destruction of mere pudagalas, 

how is jlva alone to be affected ? ’’ “ At the destruction of 
mere ghata, how is sky affected all the more ? ” ( 1 839 ) 

^ 5rmT% tIrhrir: 

? I 3r«i 

fkHm ^ 5n?T 

? i w 
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%??yr5BT^^r5CT^ ^ ;t flR?r:^f^ 

flR^, ^oft 

%WTt?T?T5CR^ 5T r^T?W f^f^s;Eft^ ^ ^?iT?r: 

cT^Tfq I 

?*Tr# ^rr I ^STf^R?*lrl f^^*rT«^%5r, ^1- 

sr^T HRFRR^'IRr^f^ Tl R^l il ( ) II 

D. C. — Bhagavdn : — Since Moksa is nothing but the sepa- 
ration of Soul from Karnia-pudgalas, it cannot be artificial 
at all. When Karma is being separated from jtva^ how is 
Atm<2 to be affected to render the Moksa a~nitya ? 

Ma^idika : — The separation of soul from Karma is kritaka 
owing to its kriyamdnatvd. The Moksa is, therefore, kritaka 
and a-nitya too. 

Bhagamln : — When ghafa is destroyed by means of hammer 
etc. the sky is not at all affected. In the same way, when 
Karma is destroyed, jiva will also remain unaffected. It is not, 
therefore, proper to believe that Moksa, is kritaka and a-nitya. 

Mandika : — Karma being destructible like ghafa, like ghata 
it is kritaka also. Now since Moksa is nothinj; but the 
destruction of all Karmas, it is also kritaka and hence a-nitya also. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument is absolutely false. O Mandika ! 
Existence of sky persists even if ghata is destroyed. The 
destruction of ghata is not hhinna from dkcts'a, but at the 
same time dkas'a is not affected by it also, since it is everlasting. 
Similarly in case of Karma also, although the destruction of 
Karmas is not different from the existence of Soul, the Soul 
is not affected by it on account of its being mtya likc^, dkas'a. 
The Moksa is, therefore, never kritaka, 0 Mandika, and never 
a,-nitya also, even if it is a-nitya to the extent that all 

objects are a-nitya as far as their dravyatva and parydyas 
are concerned. 
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Mcmdika : — Since Karma-pvdgalm abandoned by jiva in 
a worn-out condition, stay on in this world ( even in that state ) 
why should the Soul separated from Karma^ be believed to 
unite with the worn-out Karma^ so that, it may bo bound by 
a fresh bondage again \ 

Bhagavan ; — Moksa being nitya, O Mamiika, will again be 
bound by a fresh bondage. II 291 ( 1839 ) ii 

The everlasting nature of nwhsa is apprehended as follows; — 

f soft I 

sftiiT ^ ^>#3: ^ ^ 3 t% II (t«v«) 

So’navaraho vva puno na bajjhae bandhakaranabhava i 
Joga ya bandha-heu na ya te tassasariro tti II 292 II ( 1840) 

^ II II ( ) 

So’naparadha iva punarna badhyate bandhakaranabbaVAt i 
Yogak'a bandhahetavo na ca te tasyaferira iti || 292 || ( 1840)] 

Trans . — 292 Like an innocent person, it ( i. e., Soul ) 
can never be bound ( by bandhas ) as there is no cause for 
bondage. On account of its formlessness, it has no cause 
for bondages. { 1840 ) 

II II ( ) II 

D. G . — In absence of ( any ) cause for ( its ) handha, like 
an innocent person, the Soul is free frotu handha. Unions of 
mind, speech and body etc. are nothing but the causes for 
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( its ) handha. But due to the abhdva of s'artra etc., a free 
Soul is not able to contain them. So, handha does not take 
place in absence of samyoga of the multiplication of karmas 
but it depends upon the hetus such as mithydtva etc. 

Mandika : — Like handhaa, you doubt as to whether that free 
Soul appears in the next life or not. ii 292 ( 1840 ) || 

Bhagavdn replies : — 

goft aw i 

^ a aw ?BW a a aw aa aaft 

Na puno tassa pastil biyabhavadiharikurasseva | 

Biyam ca tassa kammam na ya tassa tayam tao nicco h293ii (1841) 

^ fii ?r ^ ii ll ( ) 

Na punastasya prasutibij&bhavadihahkurasyeva I 

Bijam ca tasya karma na ca tasya tat tato nityah t|293ii (1841)] 

Trans. — 293. Like a sprout without seed, it has no birth 
again, since Karma is its seed. It no more belongs to that 
( mukfdtma ) which in that case, becomes everlasting. ( 1841 ) 

II II ( un ) II 

D. C . — Just as a sprout does not grow without seed, the 
nmktdtmd does not take any birth in absence of Karmci which 
acts as its htja. When muktdtmd is said to have no janma 
( birth ), it goes without saying that he is nitya also. ||293 (I84l)li 

Also, 
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^apnrararft JTf i% h siriprinaft ii ii 

Davvamuttattanao naham va nicco mao sa davvataya | 
Sawgayattavatti mai tti tarn nanumanao ii 294 It ( 1842 ) 

[ jrt: ^ i 

^T3wn?( ii n ( ) 

Dravyamurtatvato nabha iva nityo niatah sa dravyataya I 
Sarvagatatvapattir matiriti tad nanumanat ii 294 |i ( 1842 ) ] 

Trans. — 294 By substantiality, it is considered as nitya 
like sky, on account of ( both ) substantiality, as well as, incor- 
poreal nature. The belief that it is all -pervading, is not 
( acceptible ) on account of aniwmna. ( 1842 ) 

^«iTrV^i>T^3rfRr, 

ftf: ? I srgiTRTg-sTguT^iTTf^gtWTg nmfk- 

sTTRT, I ^ ^ 

5C|r^?rg'T’?%f^f^ II II ( ) II 

D. C. — Like Cikas'a^ atma is nitya on aeccuint of its 
dravyatva as well as a~murtatva. But, it is not approjjriate to 
believe that dtmd is all-pervading like dkds'a. The soul 
is a-sarvagata like potter, on account of its kartritva. For, 
otherwise, it will lose several of its own characteristics like 
hhoktritva, a-dristatva etc. II 294 ( 1842 ) || 

^ ^ (flg’niifi 1% i 

q ara^^it ^ w oii ^ft^ ifwsRdi ii sciH ii ( ) 
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Ko va niccaggaho savvam ciya vi bhava-bhariga-tthiimaiyam i 
Pajjayantarameltappanadaniccaivavaeso ii 295 11 ( 1843 ) 

II Ii ( ) 

Ko VA nityagrahah sarvamevtipi bhava— bhanga-sthitimayam I 
ParyAyAntarauiatrArpanadanityadivyapadesah tl 295 I) ( 1843 ) ] 

Trans. — 295 Or, what { of ) assuming nityata ? Every- 
thing is susceptible to the state of production, destruction and 
existence. Only by the imposition of various methods, attributes 
like transitoriness etc., are designated ( 1843 ) 

I 

II II ( ) il 

D. C . — It is useless to insist that a free soul is exclusi- 
vely nilya. Attributes like a-nityat7i could be indicated by 
means of various methods. Before ghata comes into existence, 
its form as a lump of earth vanishes and comes into existence 
as a particular shape of earth named ghata, and continues to 
exist in that state after its production also. 

The same is the case with mukttUma. The muktatma also 
vanishes as a mundane, comes into existence as mukta and 
continues to be in that state by virtue of its life and utility. 
So, it vanishes at the first time as it is established, comes into 
existence by virtue of its being established at the second time. 
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and continues to be in that state on account of its dravyatva, 
jtvcUva etc. 

In this way, by means of different 'paryayas, the attributes 
like a-nityata, are imposed. 

grR?! iif ^ ? i 

Muttassa koVagaso somma ! tilogasiharam, ga? kiha se ? 
Kammalahuya tahagaiparinamaihim bhaniyamidam ii 296 n (1844) 

Muktasya koVakasali saumya! trilokasikharam, gatihkatham tasya? 
Karmalaghutatathiigatiparinanuidibhir bhanitamidaiu ||296ll (1844)] 

Trans . — 296 What is the resort of the free Soul ? It is 
the end of three worlds. O Saiimya ! What is the rate of 
its movement ? It is said that the Soul attains nioksa at one 
time by ( virtue of ) the want of a Karma, as well as, by 
{ virtue of ) the (natural) tendency of its movement etc. (1844) 

h W I I 513 

? I 

ff #5rRr %ST, 

msT^WJ sri^m i 

qm sftw: ^T^r: l 3ITf^5I5?K- 

^ ^ I Rg:T0I 

lit ^ II m II ( ) 11 
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D. C.-^Mandika : — Where do the Muhta souls reside ? 

Bhctgavan : — They reside at the end of the three worlds 
O Saumya ! 

Mandiha : — How do jtvas move to such a long distance 
even if they are unaccompanied by Karmas f All sorts of 
movements of ajiva depend upon Karvtm, and hence, how will 
extensive movements such as moving in the sky etc. be 
possible at all ? 

Bhagavdn:—^0 Blessed Mmidika ! just as soul attains an 
unprecedented achivement when karma is destroyed, in the 
same way, the soul proceeds with the same movement and 
during the same period ( of time ). 

Moreover, just as gourd, fruit of a castor plant, fire, smoke, 
arrow wafted from a bow etc. make movements by means of 
previous impellations, in the same way, a muhldtmd is also 
able to make movement by means of previous impellations 
etc. II 296 ( 1844 ) ii 

1 ^ ^ ? I 

Kim sakkiriyamartivam Mandiya ! bhuvi ceyanam ca kimaruvam ? 
Jaha se visesadhammo ceyannani taha maya kiriya ii297h (1845) 

[ I ^ ? I 

II It ( ) 

Kim sakriyamarupam Mandika 1 bhuvi cotanam ca kimarupam ? 
Yatha tasya vi^osadharmascaitanyam Uitha mata kriyjT ||297 h(1845) 

Tran$.— -297 What is movable ( when it is formless ) ? 
And, O Mandika, wliat is living ( when it is formless ) ? Like 
consciousness, movement is also the distinctive characteristic 
of Soul. ( 1845 ) 
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srRr^ft, ^ 

^ ?mr ^^Ts^qjT^ff 5qf^- 

?— ng i^t^t 

snqjT^rq^f^ ^\^l i I 

^ pui^ %?i^TS5C5qjpFq^ ?-3r^- 

rqTq%g^ ^T^^^fkf^ 1 <RqT^ q5S|T ** % 

^nTRs?qTsfq fw^r- 

q^: ^r^rf^q, gf^rr f^ifq TT?ri,-^%qRqfq fq^q^s^ 

5qiqj II q<^\9 II ( ) II 

Z). C. — Mtindika: — The a—rniirta ( objects like ) akas'a and 
kMa are welknown as niskriya. Then, how did you apprehend 
a formless object like rnuklatmd to bo sa-kriya f Since it is 
a-mutra like akas'a, it sliouid also be niskriya like akas'a. 

Bhaguvan: — What a-murta object have you seen to be 
sacetana in this world, in order to accept muktatmd as saoctana f 
Just as akas'a is tiectana on account of its amm'tatva^ the 
muktatmd should also be acatana as a rule. But it is not so. 
For, although dtmd resembles dkds'<i in respect of a-rnurtatva, 
it possesses a distinct cbaracteristic of cetand, within which kriyd 
is also included. So, sa-kriyatva or activencss becomes a distinct 
peculiarity of muktdtmd. There is no <ioubt about it, n297»l' l845j 

Or, leaving that distinction of mukla and a-mukla aside, 
it could also be argued that — 

o 

^ Tisft f I 

smgftdi f ii ii 

Kattaittanao va sakkirio’yam mao kulalo vva i 
Dehapphandanao va paccakkham jantapiiriso vva n 298 ii ( 1846 ) 

[ qi m: i 

qi Tfm %n ii ii ( ) 
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Kartraditvato va sakriyo'yam luatah kulala iva | 
Dehaspandanato va pratyak^m yantrapurusa iva ti 298 \\ (1846)] 

Trans. — 298 Like a potter, it is believed as active on 
account of its being an agent etc, or ( it is active ) like a 
mechanical person, on account of the directly perceptible 
movement of ( its ) body. ( 1 846) 

I 3r«i?r, sntin 

«i[f ii ii ( ) ii 

D. C . — The Soul could be taken as mkriya as a potter 
on account of its kariritva and hkoktritva. Or, it is sakriya like 
a yandra-purusa on account of the pratyakm uiovcments of 
its body U 298 || ( 1846 ) ] 


^ (TO# 1% dt fir I 

^ nf UHioi II II (?«»«) 

n ^ ^ gift la: i 

fl q' u^oou(?<»c) 

Dehapphandanaheu hojja payatto tti so vi nakirie | 

Hojjadittho va mai tadaruvalte nanu samanam ii 299 ii { 1847) 

F(uvittammi sa deho vacco tapphandane puno heu i 
Painiyayaparipphandanamaceyananam na vi ya juttam ii 300 || 

qi ii ii ( ) 

^irfq ^oo h ( ) 

Dehiispandanahetur bhavet prayatna iti so’pi nakriye i 
Bhavedadristo va inatistadarilpatve nanu samanam ii299h (1847) 
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Rupitve sa deho vacyastatspandane piinar hetuh I 
Pratiniyataparispandtmamacetaiifinara napi yuktaui M300||(1848) ] 

Trans. — 299-300 It may be ( your opinion ) that the 
effort ( on the part of Soul ) may be the cause of bodily 
movements. ( But ) even that is not ( possible ) in case of 
motionless ( Soul ). Or, ( it may be believed that ) the hetu 
is invisible and resembles it in formlessness. ( If it is said 
that I by reason of form it is called deha, there should certainly 
be ( some ) reason behind ( its ) movement. But the regular 
movement of lifeless ( objects ) is not justified. ( 1847-1848 ) 

sr^T i srtf^^iTTf-^Tsfq 

arTrJlR ?r mi «3['7T^ I 

? I 3i;q|g 
f snrmfq 

1 1 mmi ^\sk 

?T ^\m\f I fk 1 1 

5: f% ? I m- 

^5rff|5^^qR?q??|5^qT5?TTr5T^?lIif^^ 

=^R^;, =^R^r 

? 1 I 3r%fr^T^T^^^irr%^’T?r- 

siTim^cr # »Tr%qTsmfqf^ ii R^%-^oo \\ 

( ) II 

D. C. — Marylika: — The hetu for movcnjents of a body is the 
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effort (on the part ) of Soul and not the hriya. It is, there- 
fore, not proper to take atma to be sakriya. 

Bhagavdn: — If the dtmd is niskriya^ the effort cannot 
exist into it, and hence it is undoubtedly sakriya. What other 
hetu is to be understood in acceptinj^ the a-murta effort as a 
hetu for bodily movements ? If it is said that without the 
apeksd of another Jtetu, this effort itself becomes the hetu in 
the deha-spanda the Soul will also be called the hetti of these 
bodily movements. What is the use of intervening prayatna 
in such a case ? 

Mandika: — There is some invisible Jvctu in the movements 
of deha^ but atma being niskriya cannot act as hetu in those 
movements. 

Bhagav&n: — Is that invisible ( hetu ) anuria or a-murta 
If a-miirta, why not take glnid as /iciw in the dcha ix^^ispanda 
since it is also a-milrta y And if that a-~dri$ia is rnurta, it is 
nothing but kdrmana sarira. Now, if that kdrmana sarira is 
used as the heln of bdhya sarh'a^ there must be some other 
hetu for the 'parispamdmiaai' the above-mentioned kdrmarjLa sartra 
This in turn, will have a third hetu for its jmris'panda and 
that a fourth one and so on until ultimately there is complete 
disorder. Again, if it is argued at this stage that tlie movement 
of an adruta kdnnana sarira is caused by no other hetu than 
its own svahhdva so that tlioro may not bo any sort of 
anavaslhd, then parispmida of hahya sariras will also be caused 
by svahhmxi so that there may not bo any sense in assuming 
the adrista kdrmana sarira. 

Mandika: — I dont mind if the _2>a/**s^xtrtd<4 is taken to have 
been caused by sval)hdva. 

Bhagavdn it is not reasonable to believe like that. 

The definite type of the parisjnrnda like this is never possible 
in case of acetana objects, because that which is indipendent 
of any other hetu is either everlasting or absolutely transitory. 
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The only alternative to accept, therefore, is that aimd which is 
distinguished by karma is the lietu of dehaparispanda and 
hence sakriya also. || 299-300 || ( 1847-1848 ) ] 

a» nf q Ru i wi afi ui ft 

H6u kiriya bhavatthassa kammarahiyassa kimnimitta sa ? i 
Nanu taggaiparinama jaha siddhattam taha sa vi iiSOlii (1849) 

Bhavatu kriya bhavasthasya karniarahitasya kiiimimittta sa ? 
Nanu tadgatiparinaujad yatba siddhatvani tathil sapi Ii301ii (1849) ] 

Trans. — 30 1 Alright ! “ How is the action of the mundane 
( Soul ) separated from Karma to be accounted for V “ Cer- 
tainly from their parinama. Just as perfection is attributed 
to it, in the same way, activity is also attributed to it. ” (1849) 

ft R ^rf , «P5HR«j^raftTfi3ft i 

^ HTSft ll^osOl(tCHo) 

Kim siddhalayaparao na gai, dhammatthikayavirahao i 
So gaiuvagghakaro logammi jamatthi naloe u 302 ii ( 1850 ) 

II II ( ) 

Kim siddhalayaparato na gutih, dhannastikayavirahat | 

Sa gatyupagrahakaro loke yadasti naloke || 302 |t ( 1850 ) ] 

Trans. — 302 Why not the movement ( of Soul ) ( to 
extend ) beyond Siddhcdaya ? Because, of the absence of the 
predicament of dharmastikdya. That being the impeller of motion 
resides in this world, and not in the spiritual world. ( 1850 ) 
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f%5[T5rft«rf^^5rTr^ f%Mr ^ *if^ ^ i 

>snTff^5BR^T^ I f ^ 

i in 

ft jr^iST'Ttftn ^ ^ n^:, 

fnirmirr^^ ? i ^ 

3:'TS»ifR?«T^ n i^sr 

55>RT^ ’T^ms^sfq gwriRt ^f^i ^ 11^ <»^ll(?^Ho) 

D. C. — Mandika .- — If muktdtmd were sakriya by virtue of 
its movement, why should it not move beyond Siddhdlaya also ? 

Bhagavdn : — It cannot move beyond Siddhdlaya, because 
dharniastikdya or the predicament of motion does not exist in 
the a-loka. 

Mandika: — What of that ? Even if dharmdstikaya does 
not exist in the aloka^ nmktdma can acceed to it without 
dharmastikdya. 

Bhagavdn:— -That is not possible, O Mawlika. It is the 
predicament of motion that impels muktamd to move. Hence, 
if dharmastikdya does ru»t exist in the aloka, muktdtmd is 
unable to move towards it || 302 ( 1850 ) 

55i>WH t%r5F^ f I 

Logassa ttbi vivakkho suddhatlanao ghadassa a-ghado vva I 
Sa ghadai cciya mai na nisehao tadanuruvo ii 303 II ( 1851 ) 

n R^^rni; n3[3?:'T; il \oi \\ ( ) 

Lokasyilsti vipaksah sruddhatvato gha^syagha^ iva I 
Sa ghatttdirova matir na nisedhat tadanurupah i) 303 || ( 1851 )] 
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Trans. — 303 As gJtaia has a-ghata ( as its opposite ) 
loka also has its opposite, because of its etymological distinction. 
The view that it is nothing but ghata etc., is ( also ) not 
( acceptible ). ( For ), by means of negation ( something ) of 
its own kind ( is understood ). ( 1851 ) 

^r-3rfW 

? I 'T^^Tfi^srr 

** f^fggfRf^5Ri55%^ ^3^ 

5n%^^ 

I ^ ^ — 

35^Tf^^s;irf^q^s^q^*lf^g[sir 11 ? II 
II II ( ) 

D. C . — From the point of view ol‘ etymology, just as 
ghata has its opposite ( word ) a-ghata^ loka must also have 
its opposite word a-loka. It is not justificeable to assume that 
a-loka is also the opposite of ghata, pata etc. By means of 
nisedha something of its own kind is understood. Just as by 
the word a-paiulita a living person having no scholarship is 
meant but not the inanimate objects like ghata and puta, so 
here dlso, by the nisedha of loka^ nothing but a-loka should be 
understood. And it has also been said that. 

Nanyuktamiva yuktam va yaddhi karyam vidhiyate ) 

Tuylftdhikarane’ nyasminlioke’pyarthagatis tutha. 
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8o, a-loha alone is the vipdhm of loka H 303 |i ( 1851 ) • 

-, TV-o rn. r^- ^ ^ . 

WTT-SWrr | 

gi ^ ? u^osii (^ch’i) 

3ifsora?«n3ft i 

H^wn^sft fi»n ii ii ( ) 

Tamha dhamma’dhamma loyapariccheyakarino jiitta I 
lharagase tulle logo’logo tti ko bheo ? ii 304 ii ( 1852 ) 

Logavibhagabhave padighayabhavao’navatthao i 
Samvavaharabhavo sambandhabhavao hojja w 305 li ( 1853 ) 

? ii ii ( ) 

ii \\ ( ) 

Tasniad dhanufi-Mharinau lokapariccheda karinau yuktau | 
Itaratliaka^e tulye loko’loka iti ko bhedali ? || 304 ii ( 1852 ) J 

Ijokavibbag.lbhave pratigbfttablKlvato’navasthatab | 
Sarnvyavah&rarabhavah sanibandhiTbbavato bhavet «30f>|l(1853) J 

7>n:/?s.— 304-305 Thus { predicaments of ) motion and rest 

are employed as the causes of destruction of loka. Otherwise, 

when the sky is common ( everywhere ) how are ‘ loka ’ and 

‘ a-loka, ' { to be ) distinguished ? In absence of the divisions 

of loka, there will be no reaction and hence no ( scope tor ) 

stability; so also there will be scope for mutual relation as 

there will be no connection ( between them ). ( 1852-1853 ) 

« 

sF^snss- 
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^ I f| ^irf-stprS^r 

?T FTf^, ?rlf^ir5i'^f^T% ii%- 

’rRor^rr^f sftf i^r ^ ^5:?^R^Rr?TRT- 

»R^Tg;, h » 

^ ^’'Tlti; I =^ sftlsT 

( ) II 

D. C'.-— When the existence of a-loka is accepted, the 
existence of the predicaments of motion and rest are also 
accepted to exist. Otherwise, (Ttes'ct being common everywhere 
loka and a-loka will not be distinguished from each other. 
Thus, wherever the predicaments of dharrna and a~dharma 
exist there is loka, and the rest is called a-loka. If there 
were no distinction between loka and a-loka by means of 
dharma and a-dharma, pratiyhdta of various jhxis and 
pudgahs in this w(*rld, will not be possible. Consequently, 
there will be no seo[)o for gati ami avasthdna to lead them 
to a-loka. Jivas and pudgalas will then become ananta; 
there will be nothing like mutual relation between them, and 
the attributes of handha and moksa will also be no longer 
existing between them tl 304.-305 || ( 1852-1853 ) ] 

^ sraif^ fra^ i 

3ft Ht wri 55tJNtha>ni ii^o^ii (tcHV) 

Niranuggahattanao na gai parao jaladiva jhasassa i 
Jo gamananiiggahiya so dhammo logaparimano » 306 ll (1854) 

^ H 'ai^ II ii ( ) 
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Niranugrahatr&d na gatih parato jaladiva jhasasya | 

Yo gamananugrahita sa dharmo loka-parimfinah |i306ll (1854)] 

Trans. — 306 Just as the activity of fish does not extend 
beyond water, ( their ) movement also does not extend beyond 
(loka). The predicament of dharin^tikaya which is favourable to 
( their ) movement, becomes the only measuring unit of loka. 
( 1854 ). 

ii n ( ) ii 

D. 0. — Just as fish cannot move out of water as there 
will be no upayrdhaka of their movement, so also, jtvas and 
pudgcUas will have no access to the a-loka, as a-loka is not 
favourable to their movement. It is predicament of dharmaatikdya 
which acts as the upagrdhcika of the movements of jtvas and 
pvdgalas, that measures the worth of loka il 806 || ( 1854 ) ] 

Atthi parimariakari logassa pameyabhavaoVassam i 
Nanam piva neyassalogtthitte ya soVassam ti 307 li ( 1855 ) 

[ 31% i 

Asti parimanakuri lokasya prameyabhavato'vasyam | 

JnSnamiva jheyasyJllokastitve ca so’vusyam n 307 II ( 1855 ) ] 

« 

Trans.— 301 just as Jmna measures the jheya, similarly, 
in the midst of ( the existence of ) a-loka, it ( i. e., dharmastikdya ) 
also acts undoubtedly as the measuring unit of loka on account 
of its finiteness. ( 1855 ) 



Vida ] 
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3rw, iNt; s^Tsf ?rr»TfwTor^r6f> 

ff ^ 3rT?Rrare^ 

^j%\ ii ^ovs n (\<\^) 

D. C. — Since lohx is susceptible to measure, it must have 
some sort of measuring unit like jndha, which is the measuring 
unit of the jheya. The measuring unit of loka is dharinastikaya 
or the predicament of motion which exists only if loka exists, 
and not otherwise. So, in the midst of loka, the avasthdna of 
Siddha or muktdtmd must necessarily be accepted 11307 II (1855) ] 

?5 ^ ii V><- ii ( ) 

Payanam pasattamevam thanao tarn ca no jao chatthi | 

Iha kattilakkaneyam katuranatthantaram thanam ii »30<S il ( 1856 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Patanam prasaktamevaui sthanat tacca no yatah sasth} | 
lha kartj’ilakfaneyam karturanarthantaram sthaiiam ii308||(1856)] 

Trans . — 308 “ Palling from ( a fixed ) position is thus 
attributed ( to it ). ” It is not so on account of the genitive 
case which is here used in the sense of Nominative. I^ocation 
is not different from subject in this case. ” ( 1856 ) 

^5^: I mm i rr^%q q[f% f^«[* 

WT I ^rfq qq^r^rqq’Eqiq, ^^qrfq qqqqfq 

fqq^j 3RJ m^^qrfq qrq: I m qq: 
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^ ^s?| ?— ^ 5 it 

H ( ) II 

D. C. — Mandika: — Sthdiia means place of location. So, 
when the place of location of a siddha being is accepted as 
existing, the characteristic of falling from that place should 
also be attributed to it as in the case of Devadatta or a fruit 
falling from the summit of a mountain or tree, as the case 
may be. Everything is bound to fall from the place of its 
location and siddha is no exception to it. 

Bhagavdm — It is not so. The phrase “ Siddhasya sthdnam ” 
shows that the word “ Siddim ’’ is in the Genitive case used 
in the Nominative sense, “ Siddhasya slhdnani ” means, there- 
fore, the place where Siddha resides, but it is not different 
from Siddha II 308 || ( 1856 ) 

Or, 

^5«n¥rrai3ft ^ ^ 

Nahaniccattanao va Ihanavinasapayanani na juttam se i 

Taha kamniabliavao punnakkiyabhavao va vi ii 309 II ( 1857 ) 

?f«Ti sTTiq II II ( ) 

Nablionityatvato va sthanavinasapatanam na yuktam tasya | 
Tatha karmabhavat punah kriyabhavato vapi || 309 II ( 1857 ) ] 

Trans. — 309 Neither destruction nor its falling from 
the place of its location is possible on account of ifs being 
nitya like akdia, as well as, due to the absence of kriya or 
even for want of Karma. ( 1857 ) 
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^ ^ i^9Tr7T?; ?r 5^:, ^ 

f?r: ’T?r?r 5 ^^ 1 1 'T?r^if^T%?TT^T^, 5 ^^^ ^ 

fg: ? I ^r ^ 

^r^of n I S^:i%m ^ 

^mT5iTRraC^ I f5l3fSnTr^-R5[iirT-SS^-R^or- 
ft JiTR^, 

fftf f^s5F^ ? I |ft !i ^o<^ n ( ) h 

D. C. — Even if sthdna were taken to be distinot from 
siddha it is not proper to lielieve that siddha falls from the 
sthdna, which itself is destructible. Since sthdna is nitya like 
dhls'a, it would never meet destruction. In the process of 
fallinjr. Karma is the essential factor. Now, since mukldtmd is 
free from Karma, the process of falling cannot come into 
existence for want of Kai'ina. Moreover, iinpellation by ones’ 
own efforts, attraction, repulsion and weiglitijiess etc. are also 
imporUint causes of — the pata>i,a Icriyd, but since all of them are 
absent \ii' muktdtmd , the patana of niuktdtina from its sth/ina 
is not possible from that view point also. || 309 il ( 1.857 ) ] 

Besides, 

^g^jpntart m 5it»Ttf oh^ i 

Niccathanao va vomainampadanam pasajjejjii 1 

Aha na mayamaneganto thanaoVassa padanam ti ii 310 ii (1858) 

[ ’TtR i 

m ^ ii ii 

Kityasthanad va vyomadinain patanam prasajyeta | 

Atha na matamanekantah sthanadavasyam patanamiti 11310(1858)] 

Trans. — 310 Or, if the fall from permanent abode ( is 
admitted ) the fall of sky will also be caused. And, if that is 
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not admitted, the statement that “ Falling from the place of 
location is inevitable ” becomes uncertain. ( 1858 ) 

i 

II II ( ) 

D. (7.— The statement that everything has to fall from 
its sthdna is self-contradicting. For the action of falling takes 
place from the avasthdna or the abode, and not from the sthdna. 
If falling from sthdna were believed, the nitya objects like dkds'a 
will also have to meet 2 mt<ma, from their nitya sthdnas. 

On the other hand, if it is not accepted, that falling from 
the place of location is inevitable, will be anaikdntiJca ||310ll (1858)] 

«v3ff ra^'x t% xrf i 

^Rsmrf^'XRit 'xsirafit w ii \n ii iXcHS) 

Bhavao siddho tti mai tenaimasiddhasambhavo jutto i 
Kalanaittanao padhamasariram va tadajuttam ii 31 1 ii ( 1859 ) 

11 n ( ) 

Bhavatah siddha iti luatistenadimasiddhasainVxhavo yuktah | 
Kalanaditvatah prathamasartramiva tadayuktam ||3ll|| ( 1859 )] 

Trans. — 311 It may be argued that the siddha (is born) 
from the mundane world and hence the production of the first 
siddha is acceptible. But, like the first sarlra, that is not 
possible on account of the endlessness of times. 

^^T-3r«T PBi- 

I ^«IT 3rd^T5rTf&l 
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^ m ^ srmr- 

?n f%;?ifq n^J mm 

^ II II ( ) II 

D. C. — MantUka : — It has already been proved that all 
muktdmds are born of this samsdra. Hence, there ought to exist 
some siddha who might be called the first of all the mnktdtmas. 

Bhagavdn : — Your assumption is groundless. For like 
bodies, nights, and days, the muktdtmd is also TidimTin, but 
owing to the endlessness of Kdla, it is not possible to know 
as to who was the first siddha, || 311 || ( 1859 ) ] 

^ motif |ii^fi«t ii ii (?«^o ) 

Parimiyadese’nanta kiha maya muttivirahiyaltao | 

Niyammi va nanai ditthio vega-ruvammi ii 312 ii ( I860 ) 

Rsri; STT II II 

Parimitadese’nantah katham mata mfirtivirahitatvat | 

Nijake va jhanadayo dristayo vaikanlpe II 312 || ( 1860 ) ] 

Trans . — 312 ( Then ) how are the numerous ( siddhas ) 
contained in limited space ? ” On account of their formless- 
ness; or like one’s own apprehensions, etc, or like ( numerous ) 
eyes on one form. ” ( 1860 ) 

srms^^^srRRrR R^rr^t 

qfqtsfq si^q^iT 
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Tsm^ ? fra 

^ra: n W II ( ) II 

D. C. — Mandika : — The abode of siddhas is limited in 
space. How could the numberless siddhas be accomodated in it ? 

Bhagdrdn: — Siddhas are accomodated even in that limited 
space on account of their a-niurtatva, just as a number of 
apprehensions are made upon one object, or just as a number 
of eyes fall upon one dancer, or just as light of numerous 
lamps is accumulated in one rootn of limited space, the 
a-mw'ta sidditm are also contained in their limited kset't'a. 
When the accumulation of a number of murta. splendours of 
lamps in a limited space is possible, why not the collection 
of a-murla siddhas be not possible in the a-murta space ? 

II 312 II ( 1860 ) ] 

r\ r\ f N T • , 

I 5 JW 0 T ^ gn ;t 501m rft 

55 sir, ui 5r ^bwh ^ 1 

Na ha vai sa-sarirasya ppiya-’ppiyavahatirevamainam 1 
Veyapayanam ca tumam na sadattham munasi to sahka ii 313 li 

Tuha bandhe mokkhammi ya, sa ya na kajja jao phudo ceva 1 
Sa-sarire-yarabhavo nanu jo so bandha mokkho tti ii314ii(1862) 

[ ?? 1 1 mi-sf5r^^fqfra^w^iT?(^T^ i 

ra ^ pra frft ii ii ( ) 

^ ^ qiraf ^ p i 

fra ii ii (M^) 

Na ha vai sa-§arirasya priya-’priyayorapahatirevamadinam ! 
Vedapadanamcatvamna sadartham munasi tatahsaiikauS 13 ii( 1861 ) ] 
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Tava bandhe niokse ca, sa ca na karya yatah sphuta eva | 
Sa-sar!re-tarabhavo nanu yah sa bandho moksa iti Ii3 1411(^1862)] 

Trans. — 3 1 3-3 1 4 Really speaking, you have not understood 
the real meaning of the sentences of the Vedas such as “ Na 
ha vai sa-sarirasya priyya-priyayorapaliati ” ete, and hence 
your doubt as regards bandha and moksa { has arisen ). That 
doubt should no longer be entertained. For, bandha and 
moksa are nothing but the qualities of having a form and 
formlessness { respectively ). ( 1861-1862 ) 

^^4 I ^ rrq I r, 

T 1 1 ^ 5nirr-ss«qT- 

qft- 

qi^qjnH R I i^sftqftqqRf^ ^qi^ I 

=q qjqraqftsftqraqftr^^m I qqq ii 

D. C . — You have not grasped the real meaning of the 
Vedapadas such as :— “ Na ha vai sa-hartrasya, priya-’priya 
yorapahati,” “Asarlram va vasardam priyd-priye na sprit,' atahy 
And that is why, O Saumya ! you have nwsed the doubt as 
regards bandha and moksa. But, this sort of doubt should not 
be entertained by you. For, it is clear that bandha and moksa 
are nothing but the qualities of sa-sar%ratva and a-s'arxratva 
respectively. 

By the words sas' arirasya etc. bandha which is nothing 
but the santdna of the external, as well as, internal anddi 
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is meant; while by means of “ a-s'artram vd*’ etc. 
mokm characterized by the removal of entire s'arira is laid down. 

Finally, you have apprehended sentences such as sa esa 
viguno vibhurna hhdhyate etc. to support the ablidva of 
bandhor-moksa to the mundane soul. But that is not correct. 
Those sentences are referring to the free soul. Attributes 
such as “ It is never bound ” etc. are directed to nothing but 
the mvktdtmd. 


Thus, the doubts are removed from the mind of Mandika. 
II 313-314 II ( 1861-1862 )] 







Chinnamnii samsayammi jinena jara marana vippamukkenam i 
So samano pav vaio addhutthihi saha khandiya saehim ii3 1 5ii( 1 863) 


[ i 


Chinne sainsaye jinena jara-nmrana vipramuktena | 

Sa ^ramanah pravrajito’rdha caturthaih saha khandikai^ataih ii315n 

Tram . — 315 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirthankara, wdio was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the Diksa along with his four hundred and 
fifty followers. ( 1863 ) 


End of the Discussion with the Sixth Ganadhara. 



Chapter VI I 


Discussion with the Seventh Qanadhara 

^ q^l^rnrfir ii ii 

snvr^i ^ i%^oT i 

^ ?r erf u\%m ( ) 

Te pavvaie soum Morio agacchai jinasagasam i 
Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 316 il ( 1864 ) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara~marana vippamukkenam I 
Namena ya gottena ya savvanu savvadarisi nam Il 317ii (1865) 

[ 3rT*T=5^i% i 

^srrm ii ii ( ) 

3rmTf^2f 3rTf|-3r^T-?T^«ir^5r5%^ i 

^ ^ ii li ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva maurya agaccati jinsakasaui i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase u 316 II ( 1864 ) ] 

AbhasifaSca Jinena jati-jara-marana vipramuktena i 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarva darSina ll317ll (1865)] 

Trans. — 316-317 Having heard that they had renounced 
the world, Maurya, comes before the Tirthankara. ( He 
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thinks : — ) I may go, pay my homages and worship him. He 
was addressed by his name and lineage by the Tirthahkara 
who was free from birth, old age and death, who was omni- 
scient, and who had complete darsana ( undifferentiated 
knowledge. ( 1864-1865 ) 

Be 3TRSI ^ 3vi| iRt i 

|«TqVT<>T V 315«T ^ 

Kim manne atthi deva uyahu natthi tti samsao tujjha \ 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 318 ll ( 1866 ) 

[ 5T I 

5T ii ii ( ) 

Kim manyase santi deva utaho na santiti sainsayastava | 
Vedapadanain cartham na janasi tesamayamarthali Ii3l8ii ( 1866) ] 

Trans. — 3 1 8 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether gods exist or not. But ( ca ) you 
do not know the real interpretation of the sentences of the 
Vedas. Here is their ( real ) interpretation. *( 1866 ) 

WIT 3T^ 3r*iiT^ 

€t siRTra 

XR JTf ^ 

I 

fT?:, 3T*m^-TTm:, stthtj ^it^ 
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w, ^ 

f% m-^vstm ? 

I sTsn^ I ^ 

3 ^’TTfsfflpTr^^ I m^** i srftKT^T^r^, ^silht 

^fk ^ 5T i «^«it 

« H<: II ( ) 

D. C. — O long-lived Maurya ! your doubt about the 
existence of gods is due to your hearing various sentences 
of Vedas. 

The sentences are such as — 

(1) “ Sa esa yajiiayudhi yajamano’njasa svargalokam 
gacchati ” etc. 

(2) “ Apania somam amrita abhuma agaman jyotiravidaina 
devan kini nunamasmat tfinavadaratih kimu murti- 
mamritamartyasya ” etc. 

As well as, 

(3) “ Ko jaiiati niayopaman girvana-nindra-Yama-Varuna 
Kuberadin ? ” etc. 

According to you, interpretations of these sentences would 
be as follows:— 

(1) This host armed with the weapon of sacrifice reaches 
the region of heaven immediately. ( This loads to 
prove the existence of gods ) 

(2) By drinking soma, they became gods, went to heaven, 
and attained the divine status. These divinities 
will banish maladies and mortality by virtue of their 
amritatava. ( These sentences are also used in 
support of the existence of divinites. ) 



•; 870 :• Jinabhadra Gael's [The seventh 

(3) Who knows the illusive gods like Indra, Yamci, 
Varuna and Kuhera etc ? ( Sentences like this 
would deny the existence of gods on the other side ) 

So, your doubt has sprung up from the sentences such as 
mentioned above. But that is not justifiable, as you have not 
understood their real meaning. Here I explain the real 
interpretation || 318 ii ( 1866 ) ] 

Now the author explains the whole proposition in details. 

a nfrih ^ i 

51 atrftfing ft n \%\ ii ( ) 

51 51 ft Brasil 

Tam mannasi neraiya paratanta dukkhasampautla ya 1 
Na tarantihagantum saddheya suvvamana vi ii 319 ll ( 1867 ) 

Sacchandayarino puna deva divvappabhavajutta ya i 

Jam na kayai vi darisanamuventi to samsao tesu ii320ll (1868) 

srfR 11 II 

II II ( Me ) 

Tvam manyase nairayikah paratantril duhkhasamprayuktasca | 

Na saknuvanttha”gantum sraddheyah sruyaiuana api ||319|| (1867) 

Svacchandacarinah punar-deva divyaprabhavayuktasca | 

Yanna kadacidapi darsanamupayanti tatah samsayaste5U||820||(1868)] 

Trans , — 319-320 You think that the denizens of hell 
( being ) subservient and miserable, are not able to come into 
this world. ( So ), they are to be trusted ( as existing ) even 
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if ( they are merely ) heard ( to be so ). But the gods, on 
the other hand, are free to move and are invested with the 
celestial splendour also. Still, however, they do not come 
into the range of ( our ) sight, and hence, the doubt about 
them. ( 1867-1868 ) 

»5*rMT aifq ?it^T I 

D, G. — O Maurya ! according to you, the inability of the 
iVcirctto— beings to come to this world, is duo to their being 
subservient to their own sins, as well as, due to their miserable 
condition. So, they might be trusted upon as existing merely 
by hearing ( some thing about ) them. 

But, the case with gods is different. For, even though 
they possess free movements and celestial splendour, they 
would never like to come within the range of our sight. 

So, because they are heard of in the Ved/ts and Sniritis 
etc. you have raised this doubt || 319-320 il ( 1867-1868 ) 

*n i 

Ma kuru sanisayamee suduramanuyaibhinnajaie i 

Pecchasu paccakkham ciya cauvvihe devasahghae li32hi (1869) 

II II ( ) 

M& kuru sanj^ayametan sudurainanujadibhinnajatiyun i 
Preksasva pratyaksameva caturvidhan devasaiighatan tl 321 U 



:• 372 :• 


Jinabhadra G^ni’s 
* 


[ The seventh 


Trans. — 321 Do not entertain doubt. Look at these 
four-fold multitudes of gods before your eyes ( which are ) 
extremely different from the human beings. ( 1869 ) 

S3r I m ft 

»?35nrft^ 

^ ii ii iW%) 

D. O. — You should not entertain any doubt about the 
existence of gods, O Maurya 2 >utra ! just look at these gods of 
all the four ty pes-viz-bhavanapati, vyantara jyotiska, and 
vaimdmAct-distinguished from the human beings by virtue of 
( their ) celestial ornaments and garlands etc. coming to this 
samwvasarana to pay their homages to me. || 321 u ( 1869 ) 

g# ft ^ gdi d difut i 

ft ll^^snUcvSo 

Puvvam pi na sanideho jutto jam joisa sapaccakkham i 
Disanti takkaya vi ya uvaghaya-nuggaha jagao Ii322ii ( 1870 ) 

srft •d'lW-sgaiT (Ic^o) 

Purvamapi na samdeho yukto yaj jyotiskah svapratyaksam i 
Dfisyante tatkyita api copaghata-nugraha jagatah ||322|| (1870)] 

Trans. — 322 The doubt is not justified even before ( their 
appearance), since luminaries are self-perceptible. Moreover, 
injuries or betterments caused by them to the world are also 
apprehended. ( 1 870 ) 

5r5*r«j?r l m 5EriRtrnRTft?r- 
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1 1 I 

spl^, ^tSTf^OTT^iIT I ct^ ^ 

^ # II \RR II ( ) 

D. G . — Even before they appear at this Samavatara'm, 
your doubt about their existence is not justified. ITor, luminaries 
like Sun, Moon etc are self-pereeptible to you, as well as, to 
the whole world. So, it is not appriate to doubt their existence. 

Moreover, anugraha and upaghdta caused by gods to this 
world are also evident to all. Several gods confer their favours 
upon some people by granting their objects of pleasure etc, 
while others inflict injuries, like a king, by means of weapons 
etc. This shows, for certain, that gods do exist || 322 tl (1870) 

Besides, 

3n55v^ =5 gt ^ i 

Alayamettam ca mai puram va tavvasino taha vi siddha i 
Je te deva tti maya na ya nilaya niccaparisunna u323 ii (1871) 

[ ^ mi i 

% ^ ^ ^ ^ RmR?trfVT: ii^^^ii 

Alayam&tram ca matih puramiva tadv&sinastathapi siddhah | 

Ye te deva iti mata na ca nilaya nityaparisunyah 1(323(1871)] 

Trans. — 323 The view may be that ( luminaries ) are 
mere abodes. Still however, like a city, they, too, have their 
inhabitants, who are accepted as ( none but ) gods. For, 
places of residence cannot be vacant for ever. ( 1871 ) 
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^ ^ St ” w 3t ^W5n*n- 

?r § ^v* 3r^: ? l 

sr^q^-^srif^ ^ ^ 

w: ^^w* I ^ ^Tffsf^ ^f^^Tftr^Tsf^fg^ |?:, ^«n 

^w?r^?ff¥gm 5r^??rs^T2n^qT:, ^f^- 

w: I 3rTf-^3 m ^ ? i ft 

^sft gfT^T 5:5r I ftf^sfi ft 

m^^*i5=3:T?rH^ ift i ar^^^fti^Tft^sft ftftrgi: ^ 

|ft I sTTc^^if-ng ** ** 

5TfqRq5^f«?^nT^ I arat- 
^ ^ ft^T-3ri55^T 

^T#g[ 1 3r^»Tf^5rm:-^ f^r??!, ^??ft m ^t%- 

s^vl^ ^ 5 ’Tft^^r: I 

?rat cT^I WT ’^?5[T?rT^^ftWTft^ ^^T: II II 

( U^K ) 

D. C. — Maurya : — Luminaries like Sun and Moon mentioned 
by you, are only the abodes and not the gods themselves. It 
could not be said, therefore, that the luminary deities are 
directly perceptible, just as in case of an empty town, the 
houses are mere places of residence for people but people 
do not actually reside into them, so also luminarie like moon 
etc should be taken as absolutely empty bfxlies and nothing 
like gods is expected to reside into them. 

Bhixgavdn : — ^It is not so. O Mtturya ! Existence of the 
place of residence proves the existence of its residents also. 
So, these luminaries are not mere dlayas, but they have their 
inhabitants also. For, that which is called an dlaya or a house 
is always occupied by its residents. Like houses in a town 
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occupied by persons like DevackMa, these luminaries are also 
undoubtedly occupied by devinities. 

Maurya. — Like Devadatta etc residing in the- houses of 
a city, the gods who are the residents of the luminary bodies 
should also be perceptible. 

Bhagavdn : — It is not proper to advance such an argument. 
Because the places of residence are absolutely different from 
the houses in a city. So, their residents viz gods are also 
characteristically different from Devadatta etc. Although they 
are not apprehended by the indriyas, their existence is ad- 
mitted without doubt. 

Maurya-. — You cannot assert exclusively that every place 
of residence is always occupied by a resident For, nobody 
would reside in a barren house. ( It is forbidden to reside in 
such a house ). From the existence of abode, therefore, you 
cannot infer the existence of the occupant. 

Bhagavdn: — A residing place is never sunya. It must 
have been occupied by some person or the other, either in the 
past or in future or at present. In case of luminary places 
of resort, gods like moon etc. must have oceuplied the places 
at some time in the past, present, or future ii 323 ||( 1871 ) 

^ inoif ^ ^ flnnuTf i 

Ko janai va kimeyam ti hojja wissamsayam vimanaim i 
Kayananiayanabhogamanadiha jaha vijjaharainam h 324ii (1872) 

II II ( ) 

Ko janati va kimetaditi bhaveJ nissaiusayam viuiatiani | 
Ratnamayanabhogamanadiha yatha vidyadharadinain Ii324ll(i872)] 

Trans . — 324 “ Or, who knows what it is ? ” They are 
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certainly palaces like those of Vidyadharas etc., as they are 
decked with jewels and they fly in the sky. ( 1 872 ) 

^5^tf^ff?IT5nR ?, 3I5t 1 1 

=f[^? 30T^if^f%?rTTO7J 1 3r?rf^^?[“’T^5iT^^- 

II II ( ) 

D. C. — Maurya: — Or, who knows what these luminaries 
like Sun and Moon, mentioned by you are like ? One that 
appears as Sun may be a ball of fire, and that which appears as 
Moon may be a transparent ball of water. Or, it may be that 
these luminaries be some such bright balls. So, it is not 
appropriate to believe that they are the abodes of luminary gods. 

Bhagavdn : — Since they are decked with jewels and they 
are moving in the sky, there is no doubt that they are actual 
vimdnas like pusi>aka etc. attained by vidyadharas by means 
of austerites etc. So, take it for certain, that these vimdnas 
are also the residing places of the various luminary gods. 
II 324 II ( 1872 ) II 

Or, 

^ nf 1 1% rroftoft gu ^ ^ I 

51 5T flrarf(|5tnt gf ^ ixc'9\) 

Hojja mai maeyam taha vi takkarino sura je te i 

Na ya mayaivigara puram va niccovalainbhao ii 325 H ( 1873 ) 

^ ^ ?Tr^T^^^Rr: il li (?cv9^) 
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Bhaved matirruayeyam tathapi tatkarinah sura ye te i 

Na ca mayadivikarah puramiva nityopalambhat || 325 ii ( 1873 ) ] 

Trans . — 325 It may be argued that this is ( all ) illusion. 
But, its creators are gods, and not the perturbations like 
illusion etc. on account of their being obtained like a town 
for ever. ( 1873 ) 

gfqar Jil^r qr%g:- 

ii ii ( ) 


D. (7.— You might argue that vimdnas like candra etc 
are not actual dlayas, but they are mere illusions created by 
some magician. But the illusionariness of such vimdnas cannot 
be admitted by means of mere words. Still, however, if they 
are assumed as mdyika, their creators arc not magicians or 
human beings but the g(xls themselves. This is said only 
on the assumption that they are mdyika vikdras. But really 
speaking, they are not mdyika as they are ever obtained like 
towns etc. So, these vimdnas are nothing but the abodes of 
luminary gods || 325 n ( 1878 ) 

5if Hiun ^o} i 

qwf^ejwi gjrjmt ^ 

Jai narga pavanna pagitthapavaphalabhoino tenam i 
Subahugapunnaphalabhujo pavajjiyavva sura-gana vi h326ii( 1874) 

48 
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srq^f: 5 W>n arfq ii ii ( ) 

Yadi narakah prapannah prakfis^papaphalabhoginastena I 
Subahukapunyaphalabhujah prapattavyah suragana api ||326ll ] 

Trans — 326 If the denizens of hell are admitted as the 
sufferers of the rewards of great sins, gods should be accepted 
as the en joyers of the fruits of many good deeds. ( 1 874 ) 

arfq i srsrrf-^r^t^- 

9«IT, 

lirmfq 51 

w®ir 

I 

II II ( um ) 

D. C. — Bhagavan : — When you believe that Narakas are 
the sufferers of the rewards of great sins, you should also 
believe that gods are the enjoyers of the fruits of exalted 
good deeds and thus they are existing. 

Maurya; — Tiryancas, who are excessively miserable, are 
the suflferers of the reward of great sins, and excessively happy 
human beings are enjoyers of the fruits of exalted good deeds. 
So, it is not necessary to assume the existence of devcts and 
Narakas at all. 
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Bhagmdn: — Existence of devas and Ndrakas cannot be 
denied by saying so. Enjoyers of the rewards of great punyas 
and pdpas are exclusively happy or exclusively miserable, as 
the case may be. The manusyas and tiryancas cannot be called 
exclusively happy and exclusively miserable respectively. For, 
even the happiest human beings are susceptible to the affliction 
of diseases, old age, etc. while even extremely miserable 
tiryancas, experience the happy touch of cold breeze etc. So, 
manukas and tiryancas can never be taken as exclusively 
happy or exclusively miserable beings, while Ndrakas who 
suffer the consequences of papas, and devas who enjoy the 
fruits of punyas, can be easily admitted respectively as the 
excusively miserable and exclusively happy beings h326|| (1874) 

Now, in reply to the question that “ Why gods do not 
visit this world if at all they are existing ? ” the author states:— 

Sankantadivvapimma visayapasatta’samattakattavva i 
Anahinamanuyakajja narabhavamasubham na enti sura || 327 ii 

Sankr&ntadivyapremano vi^yaprasakta asamaptakartavyali i 
Anadbinamanujakarya narabhavamasubham nflgacchanti surahi|327ii 

Trans . — 327 Invested with celestial love and attached to 
the objects of pleasure, with their duties un-finished, and their 
deeds independent of human beings, divinities do not come into 
this inauspicious world. ( 1875 ) 
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irfsrRt ^ ^ 

%iUy 3Rf^;i^ff^ I mif 3r^- 

II II ( ) II 

D. C . — Divinities do not come to this world, because they 
are invested with celestial love and attached to the various 
objects of pleasure like a person attached to a beautiful woman 
possessing high qualities of extreme beauty etc. Secondy, like 
a great man entrusted with manifold work, these gods have 
also to perform manifold duties and hence their duties are 
never over. Thirdly, all their deeds are independent of human 
beings. So, just as a dispassionate ascetic never comes to an 
unholy house, these gods also usually abstain themselves from 
coming to the inauspicious human world as they would not 
stand even the smell of it. ii 827 II ( 1875 ) 

But this does not mean that they always keep themselves 
away from this world. 

For, 

Hiwr ! ^ ii^siciiC^cvs^) 

^ ii ii (?<vsvs) 

Navari jinajamma-dikkha-kevala-nivvana maha neogenam i 
Bhattie Somma! samsayaviccheyatlham va ejjahanha ii328ii(1876) 

Puvvanuragao va samayanibandha tavogunao va i 
Naraganapida-’nuggaha-kandappaihim va kei u 329 n ( 1877) 

l II II ( ) 
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5R»i»rte-33Tf-^f3[qf^f*?wf II 11 ( ) 

Navaram jiaajanma-diksa-kevala-nirvanamahaniyogena i 
Bhaktya Saumya 1 samsayavicchedarthaui vaiyurihahnaya h 328|| 
Purvanuragato va samayanibandhat tapogunad va | 
Naraganapida-’nugmha-kandarpadibhirva kecit ii 329 || (1877) ] 

Trans. — 328-329 Some have to visit this world merely 
by ( way of ) duty, at the occasion of birth, diksa, acceptance 
of absolute apprehension, or final emancipation of some saint, 
while others ( would come ) by reason of devotion, O Saumya ! 
or in order to remove ( their ) doubts, or on account of 
previous attachment. Some ( would do so ) following the 
conventional rule, some by virtue of austerities, some to afflict 
the human beings, some to favour them, or some { would 
come ) out of passion etc. ( 1876-1877 ) 

km i 3 f^ 9 irfm’iq^ri'sqTfq- 

3iq^ g 

55n?rg!i5T4q;, 

?n’sqT^q^t?^T|^^fq I ^qiqtirqTwr 

3r5imqq^R«q ^ II 11 ( ) 

D. O. — Various deities visit this world on various purposes. 
Some have to attend the occasions of janma, dikm, kevala-j7idna 
prdpti and nirvana of a saint. Some like Tndixi are drawn to 
this world by means of devotion, some to remove their doubts. 
Several others descend upon this world on account of their 
previous attachment to relatives like son, friend etc. or by 
following the previous conventions or by virtue of previous 
austerities also, some gods come to the human world for the 
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purpose of afflicting human beings in order to take revenge 
upon them, while others would be attracted to this world out 
of passion or in order to test the saints of this world also. . 

Thus, there are various causes for their visit to this world, 
while others stated before are the causes of their staying 
away from this world also. It 328-829 || ( 1876-1877 ) 

nvftmuaft ii n (\c\ic) 
V ^ fir II \n ii (?<svs'^) 

Jaissarakahanao kasai paccakkhadarisanao ya i 
Vijja-manto-vayanasiddio gahavigarao ii 330 ii ( 1878 ) 

UkkiUhapunnasamcayaphalabhavao’bhihanasiddhio i 
Savvagamasiddhiu ya santi deva tti saddheyam it 331 ii ( 1879) 

II II ( ) 

^ ii ii ( ) 

J&tismaranakathanat kasyacit pratyaksadar^anscca | 
Vidya-mantropayacanasiddhergrahavikarut ii 330 || ( 1878 ) 

Utkri^tapunyasamcayaphalabhavadabhidhanasiddheh i 
Sarvagamasiddhei^ca santi deva iti Sraddheyam n 331 || ( 1879 )] 

Trans. — 330-331 By the statement of some ( who are ) 
reminded of ( the former ) existence by means of direct appre- 
hension, by { virtue of ) reciting the chantings, of ( various ) 
lores, by the movement of planets, due to the existence of the 
fruition of the accumulation of highly meritorious deeds, by 
( virtue of ) ( their ) names, and by ( the help of ) all agamas, 
it should be trusted that gods are existing. ( 1878-1879 ) 
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^^wif srr^iRor- 

sr^d^raj^^^T^, 

f^5ifi^irf snjfdgorixK^ siRtj- 

55WT,^?iT-*r4'RT^^: ^T^^J,5Rn^'?w5igf»r^RRTf^j 
?r«iT, * f% * m 5r^:-jRTf^fg^3^^ 



;3rfgqnsn»5ffrn;^5CT?rf^f^ 
t3[^5ri»t^ ^«n, ?r^f^wR ^sf^ 

^ ^^TRt f^fs: I «?^RR^*TRiqt I ^«IT, ^ ?r 

m^^[^ ’g^q^iT’^^Rfqsrf^q’iqi rr[rr ^fR il 

II ( ) 


Z?. (7. — Existence of gods could be established in various 
ways ; — 

(1) On the recollection of former existence, a person 
would relate the story of the great family of gods 
witnessed and believed by him as certain. 

(2) Some persons attain directly the dars'ana of gods by 
virtue of their qualities like austerity etc. 

(3) Some people attain the accomplishment of their 
objects by soliciting the favour of gods by means 
of prayers, and chantings of prescribed mantrm. 

(4) A person in charge of planets is absolutely different 
from the jtvas, because of the kriyds that are found as 

• a result of changes in the planets which are never 
to be found in human beings. 

(5) Just as we have accepted the existence of Ndrakas 
duo to the fruition of great sins, the existence of 



Jinabhadra Gani'8 




[ The seventh 


gods should also be admitted on account of the 
phala of the accumulation of highly meritorious 
deeds like dana etc. 

(6) The existence of gods is established by their very 
name viz-* d-evdh ” ( This will be explained in the 
following verse. ) 

(7) All the dgo-mas admit the existence of gods. 
II 330-331 ( 1878-1879 ) || 

The epithet “ devdk ’’ is then explained as follows: — 


^ ^ ( 

3if V ^ g^-fb%#nioTr 

a ^ uvt i 

^ t ii ii ( \c <\ ) 

Deva tti satthayamidam suddhattanao ghadabhihanam va i 
Aha va mai manuu cdya devo gunanddhi sanipanno ii332ii (1880) 

Tam na jau tacca siddhe uvayarao maya siddhi I 
Taccatthasiha siddhe manavasihovayaro vva ii 333 Ii ( 1881 ) 

[ ^ f ^ ^2:rf^«rRnT5r i 

m^i il ll ( ) 

^ iTtrr i 

II II ( ) 

Deva iti sarthakaiuidam suddhatvato gha^bhidhanaiiiiva | 
Athava matirmanujaevadevogunar-ddhisampaunah || 332 n (1880) 

Tad na yatastathyarthe siddha upacarato mata siddhih'i 
Tathyarthasimhe siddhe manavasimhopacara iva Ii333|| (1881) ] 

Trans. — 332-333 Since the epithet " deva ” is clear like 
“ ffhata ”, it is significant. Or, it might be believed that man 
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himself ( when ) accompanied by the prosperity of merits is 
god. ( But ) that is not { correct ). ( Because ) the accom- 
plishment ( of the secondary meaning ) by means of usage 
could be brought about ( only ) when the primary meaning is 
established, just as the epithet “ sinha ” or lion could be attri- 
buted to Manavaka by means of usage only, if the primary 
sense of the word “ sinha ” is accepted ( 1889-1881 ) 

^ 1 '^i5r 5iTg%^ I m 

^ ? I # 

^ct: ? I ?r, 

I 5 ^ ^fk j 

( ) 

D. O . — Since the word “ devah ” is void of compound and 
prefixes, and is explained as tatra divycmtUi devdh ( those 
that shine there, are deities ), it is philologically siddfui, like 
other padas such as ghata etc. 

Maurya : — The man himself seen before our very eyes is 
God. Why to imagine an invisible form for that ? All men 
are not gods. But those accompanied by high merits and 
religious prosperity could easily be taken as gods. 

Bhagavdn:—ThnX is not correct. Unless and until the 
principal meaning of a word is not accomplished, it could 
never Jje attributed to any other object by means of ujxtc'dra. 
The epithet of lion could easily be attributed to manavaka 
only if the primary sense of the word sinha is accomplished. 

Similarly, here also the epithet “ devdh ” could be attributed 



Jinabhadra Gani’s 

♦ 


386 


[ The seventh 


to king etc. only if the existence of gods is accepted, and not 
otherwise. tl 332-333 ( 1880-1881 )H 

Now, in case of existence of gods being denied, the 
uselessness of the rites like agnihotra etc. is shown: — 

srerjoi ^ |pii|n: g n ii u 

Devabhave viphalam jamaggihottaiyana kiriyanam I 
Saggiyam jannana ya danaiphalam ca tadajuttam ii334ll (1882) 

[ T%qT®rT^ I 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

Devabhave viphalam yadagnihotradikanam kriyanam i 
Svargiyaui yajnanam ea danadiphalam ca tadayuktam ||334ll(1882) ] 

Trans . — 334 In ( case of ) non-existence of gods, ( award 
of ) heaven laid down ( as a result ) of ( the accomplishment 
of )> the rites like agnihotra etc. as well as, the fruition of 
munificence etc. would be null and void. ( 1882 ) 

^5rTf^?rRinlr'TT??[q^M i srg: =1 irraq?!^? I 

** # 3iRTf^ HT^iTi^ 

^ jrrqtqir- 

ft ^qift^Rqqftq^qiqRqTR, 

^qr^ii ii ( ) 

D. G, — There will be one more difficulty in case of denying 
the existence of gods. Because in that case, the award of 
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heaven laid down as a result of the rites like agnihotra etc. 
in the sentences such as “ Agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah ” 
etc. as well as, the fruition of sacrifices and meritorious deeds 
like ddna etc prescribed in deeds like ddna etc prescribed in 
this world, would become absolutely futile. Thus, in absence 
of svargin-the inhabitant of svarga-how is svarga to exist ? 

Hence O Maurya ! take it for certain that sentences such 
as “ Sa csa yajhdyudhi ” etc. are laid down to establish the 
existence of gods, while the sentence “ Ko jCinati mdyopairuxn 
gtrva7idnindra-Yama-Varuna-Kuhe,rddhi ” etc. does not lead 
to deny the existence of gods, but it only means to assert the 
a-nityat^i of the prosperity of gods and the rest. Otherwise, 
the sentences which establish the existence of gods, as well 
as, the invocation of gods like Indra by means of reciting 
the prescribed mantras, would be of no avail. || 334 II ( 1882 ) 

Moreover, 

Jama-Soma-Sura-Suraguru-sarajjaini jayai jannehim i 
Manta vahanameva ya Indainam viha savvam ii 335 ii { 1883 ) 

II II ( ) 

Yama-Soma-Sura-Suraguru-sviirajyiidini jayati yajnaih | 
Mantrahvanameva cendradinSm vfitha sarvam || 335 il ( 1883 ) ] 

Trans. — 335 ( The statement that ) one conquers the 
regions of ( the gods of ) Death, Moon, Sun, and Brihaspati 
etc, and the invocation of Indra etc by reciting the prescribed 
mantras would be absolutely null and void. ( 1883 ) 
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I ^ ft ^mft^res 

^!TTftftn»riTft 5!?? fft I ^ I ^^ft- 

l?5[ 1 3rm?® ** f^ift I 

** ^ ^T ^ft I ^ f^ ^n^RTT 

II II ( U <^^. ) 

D. C. — It has been laid down in the Sdstras that— • 

“ Uktha sodasfi prahhriti hratuhhir yathd&'ruti YamaSoma- 
Surya-Suraguru-svardjydni jayati ” etc. Sentences like this, 
lead to prove the existence of gods. But they would prove 
themselves good-for-nothing, if the existence of gods is denied. 

Similarly, the invocation of gods such as Indra etc. by 
means of mantras which indicate the existence of gods would 
also become futile if there were (hvdhhdva. The sentences of 
the Vedas establish the existence of gods in one way or the other. 
II 335 II ( 1883 ). 

The doubt of Mauryaputra is thus removed by the preceptor. 

Ussri^ i%wioi i 

UHon 3Tf|^ Uf 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio addhutthehim saha khandiyasaehim ii336u 

[ i 

^ ^mor: II ti 

Chinne sam^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa Sramanah paavrajito’rdha caturthaih saha khandikaSataih ||336u 

Trans . — 336 When fhe doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age, and death, that saint 
accepted diksd along with his three hundred and fifty pupils. (1884) 

End of the Discussion with the Seventh Ganadhara* 
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Discussion with the Eighth Ganadhara 

^ sjm^ i 

01 II II (\c<yi) 

Te pavvaie soum Akampio agacchi Jinasagasam | 

Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 337 || ( 1885 ) 

3^ 3^ 3^31^ II II ( ) 

Tan pravrajitiin srutva’kampita figacchati Jinasakasam i 
Vrajami vande vanditta paryupase |l 337 li ( 1885 ) ] 

Trans— 'hZl Having heard that they ( /. e, Mauryputra 
and others ) had renounced the world, Akanipita comes before 
the Tirthahkara. ( He thinks ) 1 may go, pay my homage 
and worship him. ( 1885 ) 

3n»i|f ^ raofof 3nf-5Rt-jRon3«^^ i 
;n^ ^ ?r ^ifougt oi ii \\c ii 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-marana vippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii338ll (1886) 

Hwt 3 3l^ 3 II \\i II ( ) 
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AbhfisitaSoa Jinena jati-jarfi-maranavipramuktena i 

Nftmna oa gotrena ca sarvajuena sarvadarSina || 338 il ( 1886 ) ] 

Trans . — 338 He was then, addressed by his name and 
lineage by the Tirthahkara, who was entirely free from birth, 
old age, and death, who was omniscient and who had complete 
dar^ana ( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1886 ) 

The Tirthankara, then, says — 

ft Jiwii ft i 

H (Ktfvs) 

K.im manne neraiya atthi natthi tti samsao tujjham | 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 339 li ( 1887 ) 

^ II II ( ) 

Kim manyase nairayikab santi na santiti samSayastava | 
Vedapadunum cartham na janasi tesamayamarthab ||339|| (1887)] 

Trans . — 339 What are you thinking about ? You enter- 
tain the doubt as to whether the denizens of hell exist or not. 
{ But ) you have not understood the real meaning of the 
sentences of Vedas. Here is their ( real ) interpretation. (1887) 

mmt ^ sfT ? I 31^ ^ 

^itfk ^mifk f I m 

^ 5rRT%, l^«fRq ^ 

il II ( ) 

D. C . — What are you thinking about ? your doubt about 
the existence of ndrakas is based upon your bearing the 
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various Veda^padas having contradictory senses. The Veda- 
padas are as follows: — 

(1) “ Ntlrako vai esa jdyate yah s'udrannamas'ndti ” etc. 

(2) “ Na ha vai pretya ndrakdh santi ” etc. 

According to you, the interpretation of these sentences 
is this — 

(1) “ A hrdhmaim who eats the food of s’udras becomes 
a ndraka ” ( This proves the existence of hellish 
denizens. ) 

(2) “ In fact, there is nothing like ndrakas in the 
next world ” 

This refutes the existence of ndrakas. But you have 
not grasped the real import of those Veda-^yadas, Ii339ii(1887) 

Here I give their full significance — 

^ g®i ft ^ I 

n^rewoifli<n3Ti ftsrsiilqi ? ii^ani 

Tam mannasi paccakkha eleva candadao tahanne vi i 
Vijja-mantovayanaphalaisiddhie gammanti ii 340 it ( !88(S ) 

Jc puna suimettaphala neraiya tti kiha te gaheyavva i 
Sakkhamanumanao va’nuvalambha bhinnajaiya? ii341 ii (1889) 

II II ( ) 

f^^isrr^^r: ? ii ii 
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Tvam manyase pratyaksfi, dev&scandradayastathanye'pi | 
Vidya-mantropayanaphalildisiddher gamyante ii 340 || ( 1888 ) 
Ye punah ^rutimatraphak nairayika iti katham te grahttavyfth | 
Sfik^anunianato va'nupalambhad bhinnajatiyah ? ||341u (1889)] 

Trans. — 340-341 You believe that deities like moon etc., 
are ( directly ) perceptible, so also are others perceptible as a 
result of religious prayers etc. But how are those denizens of 
hell that are known merely by hearing, and that belong to a 
distinct species, to be apprehended either directly or by inference, 
when they are ( absolutely ) non-perceptible ? ( 1888-1889 ) 

^ 5T ^ ?rT^Tg[, 

II ( ) 

D. C. — Akamjnta : — Deities like moon etc. are apprehended 
by concrete authentitles, and others which are imperceptible 
are apprehended by means of inference as a result of religious 
prayers etc. But how arc narakm that are quite different 
from gods, tiryancas and human beings, and whose existence 
is recognized only by hearing, to bo accepted as existing when 
it is not apprehended by direct perception or oven by inference 
\\ 340-341 ( 1888-1889 ) II 

The reply is— 

<i^5ra^">iwr sfNrf w f»PTf i 

fife ^ 3 ^ ? II II (tc^o) 

3i ^Rif ^ fir gwf ^ I 

315 ^ ^ 11^8^11 
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Maha paccakkhatlanao jivai ya vva narae ginha I 

Kim jam sapaccakkham tarn paccakkham navari ikkam ii 342 ll 

Jam kasai paccakkham paccakkham tam pi gheppai loe I 
Jaha sihaidarisanam siddham na ya savvapaccakkham ii 343 n 

[ I 

^ ^ ^ il ( ) 

RrR# ^ I 

RRT R R RRR^^K ) 

Mama pratyaksatvato jivadinsceva narakan grihana i 

Kim yat sva-pratyaksam tat pratyaksam navaramekam ? ||342||(1890) 

Yat kasyacitpratyaksam pratyksam tadapi grihyate loke | 
YathasinhadidarSanam siddham na ca sarvapratyaksam Il343||(189l)] 

Trans. — 342-343 Accept the Narakas { as existing ) like 
jiva etc. on account of ( their ) being pratyaksa to me. Is it 
that only that which is pratyaksa to one’s own self ( could be 
known as ) pratyaksa and not anything else ? That which 
has been pratyaksa to any ( person ) in the world, is accepted 
as pratyaksa by the ( whole ) world. Just the appearance of 
sinha etc though not pratyaksa to all, is accepted ( by all as 
existing ). ( 1890-1891 ) 

Ritst ^R^R?R^ir Rd 

ifR RfRRR^R sftRT-ssftRff^- 

RRt4rR, I RRR R?R^-RRIR?RgtRI^ WrfR ? I R3 

rr: ^ rr; ^r^rt^rr: RtR# r^r^ RRt R^??- 

5^R^ ? ^RK I R3 RRf^ ^^RI^ RrRfRR^RR^RTfR^R 

RrR^j RRf^ RcR^K ” RRlft-%- 

RfR-IRrl^^R R R fRIIRRJ RRRRJRR^T:, 
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STrir^^^T s^ffiiininirT |5q^| arat 

?rR^: ^ I II II 

( Kc%o^X<c%l ) 

D. C. — Bhagavdn : — O long-lived Akam'pita ! your objection 
that Ndrakas do not exist because they have not been appre- 
hended by you, is unfounded. I have perceived those Ndrakas 
personally. Accept them, therefore, as existing on account of 
their being pratyakm to me, like all other objects animate and 
inanimate. 

Secondly, it is not appropriate to hold the obstinate view 
that nothing can be said to be 2 >ratyak/ta in this world, unless 
and until it has not been witnessed by you. Usually, that 
which has been witnessed by a trustworthy or respectable 
person, is accepted as existing in this world. Existence of 
lion, bear, and swan etc. is universally accepted by all even 
though those animals have not been pi'atyakm to ■ each and 
every person in the world. You have not witnessed all countries, 
rivers, towns, oceans and times, still however, you do not doubt 
their existence, because they have already been pratyaksa to 
other respectable persons. 

Similarly, you shall have to accept the existence of Ndrakas 
when they have already been pratyaksa to me II 342-343 
( 1890-1891 ) II 

?R«i ii ^88 ii 

Ahava jamindiyanam paccakkham kim tadeva paccakkham ? i 
Uvayaramettao tam paccakkhamanlndiyam tattham ||344|| (1892) 

[ ar^cTT ^ ? I 
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Atbava yadindriyfinsm pratyaksaiu kim tadeva pratyaksam ? | 
Upac&ramatratastat pratyaksamanindriyam tathyam ||344|| (1892)] 

Trans. — 344 Or, is it that what is perceptible to senses 
is alone pratyaksa ? It is pratyaksa by virtue of { mere ) 
usuage. The real pratyaksa is beyond ( the perception of ) 
senses. ( 1892 ) 

I 

3ft5:, ^ '5I35I553[5Tfq 5^3 5 

555^, !Irqg55»F555^, 

55 TOT^ 5^35 5^51*51^15 il W II ( ) 

D. 0. — Since, that which is perceived, is beyond the, per- 
ception of senses, you do not admit it, as according to you 
only, that which is indriya pratyksa is pratyaksa. This is a 
great foly. Indriya-pratyakm is recognized as pratyaksa by 
means of upacdra, similar to the case of anumdna, when objects 
like fire etc are apprehended by means of external indications 
of smoke etc. But the pratyaksa in my case is different from 
this. By means of mere up>acdra, it is called pratyaksa, but 
really speaking, it is 2 ^f^^'oksa as the aksa ( i-e jiva ) does not 
apprehend the object directly as in the case of anumdna. 

The atindriya or that which is beyond perception by 
( means of) sense-organs, should alone be accepted as pratyaksa 
as in that case, jtva directly perceives the object. * 

Akampita : — A though in case of mdriya-pratyakm, jtva 
does not apprehend an object directly, indriyas are undoubtedly 
able to recognize the object directly. In such a case, why 
should we not consider indriya-pratyaksa to be the pratyaksa 
itself ? li 344 ( 1892 ) U 
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? f I 


mf sWt u ii ( ) 


Mutlaibhavao novaladdhimantindiyaim kumbho vva I 
Uvalambhaddarani taim jivo taduvaladdha ii 345 II ( 1893) 

mfk ii ii ( ) 

Murtiidibbavato nopalabdhimantindriyani kunibha iya i 
Upalambhadvarani tani jivastadupalabdha II 345 ii ( 1893 ) ] 

Trans. — Sense-organs have no power of perception on 
account of ( their being ) murta etc, like ghata. They are 
mere mediums of perception. Jlva is their ( real ) agent of 
perception. ( 1893 ) 

wi<r3*»iw 

5t^ 

>1^ atl^ I ^ ^ "5 ii ii ( ) 

/). C — Since indriyas are murta and a-cetana like ghata^ 
they are not able to apprehend objects. They are only mediums 
of apprehension like a window. The re.al agent of perception 
is Atmd which is altogether different from iudriya in this 
way. II 345 ( 1893 ) II 
Besides, 

ft wyft ft i 

Taduvarame vi saranao tavvavare vi novalambhao i 
Indiyabhinno naya paricagavakkhovaladdha va || 346 li ( 1894 ) 

[ g^q^sfq I 

fim II II ( ) 
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T&duparame’pi smaranatastadvy spare ’pi nopalanibhSt i 
Indriyabhinno jiiata pahcagavsksopalabdheva ll 346 u ( 1894 ) ] 

Trans. — 346 By virtue of recollection, even ( when the 
the sense-organs ) are pacified, and on account of non-percep- 
tion, even ( when the sense-organs ) are at work, the agent of 
perception is ( recognized ) as different from sense-organs, like 
an observer from the five windows. ( 1894 ) 

# II II ( ) 

D. C. — Just as a person looking from the five windows, 
is different from those five windows, the Soul which is the 
agent of perception is different from the sense-organs. Because 
even when indriyas are not at work, the Soul is able to 
perceive an object by means of recollection, and if the Soul is 
absent-minded, the object is not at all perceived inspite of 
indriyas being at work. || 346 ( 1894 ) ii 

Moreover, 

^ goi ^ i 

dl ^ ii^avsii {xcvK) 

Jo puna anindiu cciya jivo savvappihana vigamao | 

So subahuyam viyanai avaniyagharo jaha datthd ii 347 ii (1895) 

^ W 5[ST II II ( UV\ ) 

Yah punaranindriya eva jivah sarvapidhanavigamst | 

Sa subahukam vijanatyapanitagriho yatha drasta ||347|I ( 1895 ) ] 

Trans. — 347 The Soul, like an observer who is away 
from the house, being void of sense-organs, apprehends much 
more on account of all the obstructions ( being ) removed ( 1895 ). 
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5ftqR[ fqsiRf^ftRr srfgfr, ^qfqwfqfqiRi^^qqh^w ^ift- 
w qaq*TqT?3^f^^pqT^ 

%m 5^ II ^«V9 11 ( K<%'^ ) 

D. C. — Just as, a person looking from the open space, 
apprehends much more than a person looking from the five 
windows, the soul possessing absolute knowledge apprehends 
much more than anything that apprehends through indriyas. 
II 347 ( 1895 ) II 

And the jndna obtained by indriyas in this way, is not 
'pratyaksa — 

^ ^w i a^ oi rPswi^rPifoit^ I 

8R?Pra3ft V fWf&Isra^rroT II II ( ) 

Na hi paccakkham dhammantarena taddhammamettagahanao i 
Kayagattao va siddhi kumbhaniccattamettassa ti 348 ii ( 1896 ) 

[ 51 1? «»riq; i 

Mk* ll il ( ) 

Na hi pratyaksam dharmantarena taddharmamstragrahanat i 
Kritakatvata iva siddhih kumbhJnityatvamjltrasya ii 348 li (1896)] 

Trans. — 348 Like the establishment of mere transitoriness 
of ghata on account of its being factitious, the indriya-praiyaksa, 
is not pratyaksa ( also }, on account of its characteristics being 
accepted by another characteristic. ( 1896 ) 

1 f% qqi q t 

f f ir: Uf q qqr 
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HigiTR ^^ff5[R5UlfR %RfR^RTRR[ ^ 

II II ( ) 


D. C7.-^Just as anumdna capable of attaining the accom- 
plishment of a desired object by means of another object, 
cannot be called pratyaksa jhdna, so also apprehension by 
means of indriym, could not be called pratyaksa. Like an 
inference establishing tho a-nityatd of gluita by nmans of its 
kritakatva, cognizance attained by indriyas is not pratyaksa 
Jndriya-pratyaksa-jhdna is limited to the apprehension of 
only rupa etc. by means of eye etc. || 348 ( 1896 ) |i 

Besides, 

Puvvovaladdhasambandhasaranao vanalo vva dhtimao i 
Ahava nimittantarao nimittamakkhassa karanaim ii 349 It (1897) 

aiRRT II II 

Purvopalabdhasambandhasmaranato va’nala iva dhumilt i 
Athava nimittantarato nimittamaksasya karanJlni || 349 || (1897)] 

Trans. — 349 Or, like the inference of fire from smoke, on 
account of the recollection by means of ( its ) relations of the 
past or on account of any ( other ) reason, the sense-organs 
serve as the instrumental cause to the Soul. ( 1897 ) 

R2Tf^Rif«fRfeRirTR5R5rrR^; 3r?RRT 
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jri%: ^ ^ 1 3r«r^, ’^isrf^qr- 

i1 II ( U%,^ ) 


D. C. — Like the perception of fire from smoke, the 
perception due to sense-organs, is also produced from the 
recollection of the connections of the past. So, it is not 
pratyaksa. Take the example of ghata. The name ghap, was 
given to it in the past. Wo recognize it as ghata on the 
bases of its purvakcila satiketa. Hence, the knowledge about 
ghaUi is apprehended by means of irulriyas from the recollec- 
tion of its past relations. If it were no so, a person coming 
from a distant island, who has neither heard nor seen anything 
about ghata, would at once be able to recognize it as ghata. 
This sort of indriya-jhana is produced very quickly from 
recollection etc. due to constant practice and cleverness, and 
hence, it is not marked everywhere. 

Moreover, just as one apprehends agni from dhuma, which 
is absolutely different from himself, the apprehension in this 
case is also attained by ISoul from the mdriyas, which are 
absolutely different from the Soul, showing thereby that the 
knowledge thus obtained is not pratyaksa but 

Pratyaksa jhdna is acceptible to Soul directly like the 
^Avadhi, ^ Manah-parydya aud^ Kevala-jhcmas and it is never 

1. The first stage of perception when the attention is concenti’ated. 

2. The state of mental perception which precedes the attainment 
of perfect knowledge. 

3. Absolute Perception. 
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obtained by the Soul from any external nimitta. All sorts of 
jiiana except the above-mentioned three, are mere anumdnas 
as they apprehend objects indirectly. In case of jimnag like 
Avadhi etc, since the Soul apprehends the object directly, the 
knowledge is called prcUyaksa. 

Kevala-Mano-hirahiyassa savvamanumanamettayam jamha | 
Naragasabbhavammi ya tadatthi jam tena te santi ||350ii (1898) 

^ ^ ^ II II ( ) 

Kevala-Mano-’vadhirahitasya sarvamanuinaiia matrakam yasmad I 
Naraksadbhave ca tadasti yat tena te santi || 350 II ( 1898 ) ] 

Trans , — 350 Since everything pertaining to that which is 
void of Kevala, M.anah-paryaya and Avadhi ( sorts of jhana ) 
is mere inference, it is ( present ) in case of ( establishing ) 
the existence of hellish denizens. By ( virtue of ) that ( anu- 
mana ), the Narakas are existing. ( 1 898 ) 

jRTg: 

^r5[T% ^ 5rfd’T?i^5r i ^ 

II II ( ) 

D, C. — Every sort of knowledge excepting Avadhi-Manah 
paryayu and Kevala is m§re anumdna on account of its being 
based on the indirect perception of an object. Jiidnas like 
Kevala etc apprehend the object directly and hence they are 
called pratyaksa. Since the anumdna pertaining to Narakas, 
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is praiyaksa, the existence of Narakas is established without 
doubt. The pratyaksa jhana in this case is my own Kevalcb- 
Jnana R 850 ( 1898 ) It 

<itf^55wr iPtpn w i 

^ fcrft^-5ni-5mn f% i 

a ? ^ R n a (U*®) 

Pavaphalassa pagitthassa bhoino kammao’vasesa vva i 
Santi dhuvam te’bhimaya neraiya, aha maihojja ii 351 II (1899) 

Accatthadukkhiya je tiriya-nara-naraga tti te’bhimaya I 
Tamnajao surasokkhappagarisasarisam na tarn dukkham ll352ll 

Pilpaphulasya prakristhasya bhoginah karuiato’va^esa iva i 
Santi dhruvaiu te’bhiinata nairayikah atha matir-bhavet ||351|l(1899) 

Atyarthaduhkhita ye tiryag-nara-naraka iti te’bhimatah | 

Tad na yatali surasaukhyaprakarsasadrisam natadduhkham||352ii] 

Trans. — 351-352 Like (the enjoyers of) the rest of Karnvas, 
there are ( certainly ) some who ( have to suffer ) the result 
of great sins. They are really known as the denizens of hell. 
Here, it is not appropriate to assert that extremely miserable 
iiryancas and human beings are the denizens of hell. Because, 

( their ) miseries are not as extreme as the happiness of 
gods. ( 1899-1900 ) 
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“5RT f^?cr fSTJ^ I ** hiM^^\ ^ 

5i^-3r?^T4 ^ 

I q, 

qits^i:feqRTqfq ^qV-qs^qT^t q^|:^q3[q5[q1^qq^|qfq- 
^w^^X q qqfq I qqRr-^qiiff CTiqqj^^q^ qqq%: 
qtrfq q^ftt:%q q^qsq^, q #qqfq|t%qTqTqfq ^qqr^tqf 
f5q^, 3rT^^-q^^:^T-?^qqqq-qfT^-q^:-fqq^T^i^qTRi 
^5 qgqT^-^?q-%qq-qiqq~qfq-^qq-q^-^J^- 
fg^^I^yqrf^fqq qf^q%t: qqjftft^qigrgq!^, RTg- 

^qq^qT^i;ir qrqfq^ i srrqqTq^qtqqqq^qsq ^f^ \ 

qqqq^q^i^ ^ ^qqnqrq^ i 

%^^-qq-^-^^Tf^^{?q §?sf ^T5q^ ii ? ii 

q^^qf qqtgftTiq^ qffq^5^ i 
g?q^q 5 ^iqrq^q %t4 3 qq|% qq^[ ii q it 
^fq II II ( ) II 

D. C. — Bhagavan: — Just as, there are tiryancas and 

manusyas to enjoy the fruits of moderate sins, there do exist 

some who have to suffer the consequences of great sins. 
And take it for certain that they are none but Narabxs. 

Ahampita: — Since the excessively miserable tiryancas and 
manusyas have to undergo the consequences of great sins, 
why not to take them as Ndrakas ? 

Bhagavan'. — It is not so. Sufferers of the consequences of 
great sins ought to be miserable in all respects. 

Tiryancas and manusyas cannot bo said to be miserable 
in all respects as required in case of Narakas. They are 
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entitled to various means of pleasure like light, shades of a 
tree, cool-breeze, river, and stream etc. On the other hand, 
various horrors of hell such as those of being killed, pierced, 
cooked, burnt, pressed, and dashed against stone-slabs are not 
experienced by tiryancas or manusyas. Only Ndrakas are 
doomed to undergo such afflictions. 

It should be noted in the dgamas also that : — 

Satatamanubadhamuktam duhkham narakesu tivraparinamam | 
Tiryaksusna-bhaya-ksut-tfidadiduhkham sukham c&lpam II 1 U 

Sukh-duhkha manujanam manah-Sarira Sraye bahuvikalpe I 
Sukhameva tu deva nauialpam duhkham tu mansi bhavamll2|| 

[ Ndrakas have always to undergo the afflictions of exce- 
ssive effects. Tiryancas have greater proportion of afflictions 
like heat, fear, hunger, and thirst etc and smaller proportion 
of happiness, manusyas have pleasures and pains ( almost in 
equal proportion ) pertaining to body and mind while gods 
have absolute happiness and very little misery ] it 351-852 
( 1899-1900 ) II 

^ ii ii (n«>t) 

Saccam cedamakampiya I malia vayanao%'asesavayanam va i 
Savvannuttanao va anumayasavvannuvayanam va «353u (1901) 

[ ^ I HIT I 

II II ( ) 

Satyam eedamakampita ! mama vacanadavasesavacanamiva I 
Sarvajhatvato va’numatasarvajiiavacanamiva II 353 || ( 1901 ) ] 

7>fl«s.— 353 This is true. O Akampita ! because it is 
ray statement. Or, ( it is true ) like other statements. Or, by 
virtue of ( my ) all-knowing faculty, ( it is true ) like the 
statement of an authorized omniscient. ( 1901 ) 
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D. O . — Accept the statement that Narahas exist as true. 

0 Akampita ! either because it is my statement, or, because 
it is as real as the other statements like those regarding your 
doubts etc, or, because it is the statement of an omniscient as 
great as your high-esteemed Manu, Jaimini etc. || 353 (1901) ii 

^ ^ 3noT^m3fR«moi w ii^h8ii 

Bhaya-raga-dosa-mohabhavao saccamanaivaim ca | 

Saccam ciya me vaynam janaya majjhattha vayanam va ii354h 

^ ii ii ( ) 

Bhaya-rfiga-dvesa-mohabhavat satyamanatipati ca | 

Satyameva me vacanam jnayakHmadhyasthavacanainiva ||354ii( 1902)] 

Trans. — 354 Everything that I say is certainly true and 
free from faults like words of an intelligent and impartial 
person, on account of the ( complete ) absence of fear, 
attachment, aversion and infatuation ( in me ). ( 1902 )t 

hNi ! ii\hhii(Uo^) 

Kiha savvannu tti ma? paccakkham savvasanisayaccheya i 
Bhaya-raga-dosarahio tallirigabhavao Somma ! ii 355 ii ( 1903 ) 

I ii ^HMl ( ) 


t Vide V. 1578. 
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Katham sarvajna iti matih pratyaksam sarvasamSayaoohed&t | 
Bhaya-raga-do^rahitastalliriga-bhavatah Saumya || 355 || (1903)] 

Trans . — 355 You might ask “ How are you to be (accepted 
as) omniscient?” “Evidently because 1 remove all doubts and 
and because 1 am free from even the symptoms of the faults 
such as fear, attachment etc.” ( 1903 ) 

^ ^sinrsrr- 

5fT^: ^ ^ fittfs ^ 

SIR# 315: 5rqT«? ^ ^ I ^ 

mm ii ii ( ) 

D. C. — If you doubt about my $arvajnatva^ O Saumya ! 
you are not justified. For, since I have removed all your 
doubts and am prepared to remove them at present if you 
entertain any, I am sarvajna. 

Moreover, in the sentences such as “ Na ha vai pretya 
narakdh santi ” etc you have suspected the existence of 
Ndrakas, But it is not so. The import of those sentences is 
that there are no Ndrahas everlasting like Mem etc. in the 
other world, but those who commit great sins in this world, 
would become Ndrakas in the next world. The sentences, 
therefore, mean to assert that no body should commit such sins 
lest they might become the denizens of hell after death. 

The Bhagavdn thus removed his doubts ii 355 ( 1903 ) || 

So, 

filfl aft l(^H^ll(UoV) 

Chinnami samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim u 356 <i (1904) 
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[ ^ 5r^-TRor^i%5I I 

^ wmt II V\\ II ( ) 

Chinne samSaye Jinena jar&~maranavipramuktena | 

Sa Sramanah pravrajitastribhistu saha kban«iikaSataih ||356ii(l904)] 

Trans . — 356 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirihankara, who was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the Dlksa along with his three hundred 
pupils. ( 1904 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Eighth Ganadhara* 





Chapter IX 

Discussion with the Ninth Qanadhara 

^ <iwf^ dti apRswrai 3n>i^ i%u«h4|i^ i 

01 #^nfi n ii (?VH) 

Te pavvaie soum Ayalabhaya agacchai Jinasagasam i 
Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 357 ii ( 1905 ) 

^3nf?T II II ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srHtva’calabhrata”gacohati Jinasakasaui • 

Vrajami varide vanditva paryupase ti 357 II ( 1905 ) ] 

Trans. — 357 Having heard that they had renounced the 
world, Acalabhra^ta comes before the Tirthahkara. ( He 
thinks:- ) I may go, pay my homage, and worship him. (1905) 

3iwfi qr t^oT 3r^-5nr-fl^oift'qgioj i 
;n^ ^ ?r or u (?^oO 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam « 

Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ti 358 li ( 1 906) 

=11^ ^ ^ II II ( ) 

Abha^ita^a Jineua j&ti-jara-uiaranavipramuktena { 

N&mna ca gotrena ca sarvajiiena sarvadarsina t| 368 ii ( 1906 ) ] 
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Trans. — 358 He was, then, addressed by his name and 
lineage by the Tirthahkara, who was entirely free from birth, 
old age, and death, who was omniscient, and who had complete 
dar&ana ( undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1906 ) 

The Tirthankara then said: — 

ft ilOTt ft I 

sr q (tv's) 

Kim manne punna-pavam atthi natthi tti sarnsao tujjha | 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 359 n ( 1907) 

[ ^ ^ ^ ^ I 

^ II II ( K\o\d ) 

Kim manya.se punya-pape sto na sta iti samsayastava i 
Vedapadanam cartliam na janasi teJ^mayamarthah 1|359||(1907) ] 

Trans. — 359 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether piinya and papa exist or not. But, 
(ca) you do not understand the (real) meaning of the sentences 
of the Vedas. Here is their ( real ) interpretation. ( 1907 ) 

5? ^TT ? I 3R =ErTgT^^: 

^rrs^rf^ i ^ 

5| STRI^qRT^ II Ii ( ) 

D. C. — Your doubt about the existence of %mnya and 
papa is not justified. It is based on your hearing the sentences 
of Vedas bearing contradictory senses. The sentences are 
such as “ Purum evedam gnim sarvam ” etc. which have already 
been mentioned in the Second Ganadharavada. You have not 
grasped the real interpretation of those sentences. I, therefore, 
give their real interpretation as under : — II 359 (1907) II 
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300! ^ 1% f^Tf i 

Mannasi punnam pavam saharanamahava do vi bhinnaim 1 
Hojja na va kammam ciya sabhavao bhavapavanco’yam Ii360ll 

[ m k arfq i 

^ li ||( X%oc ) 

Manyase punyain papam sadhfiranamathava dve api bhinne | 
Bhaved na vakarmaiva svabhavatobhavaprapanco’yam ||360||(1908) 

Trans. — 360 Do you think purtya alone or papa alone to 
exist ? Or, ( do you think them to be ) common, or even 
different ? Or, is it that Karma itself be absent, and the 
expansion of the whole of mundane world be natural? (1908) 

qtq^” I ^ ^ 3 

HNR«iT s’jqqrqi^qH 3 

I 31^ S^i:- 

qfqq Rqfs^q I srq^rqq- 

qa^fq^^qT^ ^r^^ \ i^qqf =q fq^^qRt 

^qmfq ll ii ( \%ok ) 

D. a.— There are five different theories al)out the exis- 
tence of jnmya and stated below : — 

(1) Tliere exists jjwwya alone and there is nothing 
like 2}dpa. 

(li) There exists papa alone and there is nothing 
like punya. 

(3) Punya and pdj)a which happen to be the causes 
o( sukha and duhklia respectively, exist in a combined 
state like a dark -blue jewel. 



Vfida] 


Ganadharavfida 


•: 411 :• 


(4) Punya and papa are absolutely independent of 
each other. 

(5) There is nothing like Karma at all. The expansion 
of this mundane world is not due to Karma, but it 
is natural. 

Now, since you have listened to all the above-mentioned 
five views, you are wavering between the five and raising the 
doubt about punya and p)^ip<^- H 360 tl ( 1908 ) 

Each of the above-mentioned views is explained as 
follows • 

^ ii n ( \\f >\ ) 

Punnukkarisse subliaya taratamajogavagarisao hani i 
Tasseva khae mokkho pattliaharovamanao II 361 ii ( 1909 ) 

’?«^rfT?tqJTRr^ ii ii ( ) 

Punyotkarse kibhata taratamayogapakarsato hanih I 
Tasyaiva ksaye moksah pathyaharopamanat ii 361 || ( 1909 ) ] 

Trans.— With the ( gradual ) rise in piinyas, welfare 
( is obtained ). With the gradual diminution, there is destruction. 
Being similar to the wholesome diet, when it is absolutely 
destroyed there is ( complete ) liberation. ( 1909 ) 

?rl5r^4si!H i ^ 

^ I iET# q«*TTflfr«T?rRI^ 
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OTfej, ^ 

^*raT 

D C . — The first case — viz, that puny a alone exists and 
there is nothing like pd'pa — is discussed as follows: — 

That which purifies is called punya. With the gradual 
increase in punya, there is a gradual rise in happiness also, 
leading ultimately to Salvation which is the highest happiness. 
On the other hand, when there is a gradual decrease in punya^ 
happiness also decreases and gradually begins to turn into 
misery, leading ultimately to the agony of hell. Finally, when 
there is entire diminution of punya, Jiva attains complete 
liberation, *. e. it dies. This resembles the case of whole- 
some diet. 

Just as, by the gradual increase in wholesome diet, one 
becomes more and more healthy, so also by the gradual 
eminence of punyas, there is a gradual rise in happiness also. 
On the other hand, just as, when the wholesome diet is 
abandoned, the disease re-enters the body, and one becomes 
ill, so also when there is gradual diminution of punya, there 
is gradual diminution in happiness and re-generation of misery. 
Ultimately, by abandoning the wholesome diet entirely, one 
dies away. In the same way, by the entire destruction of punya, 
jiva attains complete liberation from this world. ||361ll (1909) 

Taking the second theory of^a^a, the author explains: — 

it ii 

Pavukkarise’hamaya taratamajogavagarisao subhaya | 

Tasseva khae mokkho apatthabhattovamanao ii 362 u ( 1910 ) 
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Pfipotkarse’dhauiata tarataiwayogapakarsatah subhata I 
Tasyaiva ksaye luokso’pathyabhaktopamanat ii 362 || ( 1910 ) ] 

Trans . — 362 In ( case of ) the increase in papa, there is 
vileness; with gradual diminution ( of it ), ( there is ) welfare; 
and as in the case of the unwholesome diet, there is ( complete ) 
liberation (of the jiva) when it is absolutely destroyed. (1910) 

5j|«rT 

D. C. — Those, who believe that there exists alone, 

and nothing like 2m>}y^i', forward the same argument but 

in a reverse manner. According to them, just as disease 
develops with the increase in unwholesome diet, vileness in 
the form of miseries etc., also increases with the eminence of 
sins, leading ultimately to the agony of hell. On the other 
band, when the unwholesome food is being gradually given up, 
there is a gradual recovery of health. 

Similarly by the gradual diminution of sins there is 
a gradual re-generation of happiness leading ultimately to 
Salvation. Lastly, just as complete health is regained at 
the complete abandonment of the unwholesome food, there is 
complete attainment of moksa when the sins are completely 
removed. II 362 || ( 1910 ). 

Now, a third belief that 'punya and 'jmpa exist as sudhararux, 
is explained : — 
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3 g i ^ t-w»iftH3TT 

Saharanavannadi va aha saharanamahegamattae i 
Ukkarisa-vagarisao tasseva ya punnapavakkha ii 363 ii ( 1911 ) 

S2dhgranavarnadiv&tha stidharanamathaikamatraya i 
Utkar^-’pakarsatastasyaiva ca punyap&piTkhya || 363 || (1911)] 

Trans . — 363 Like joint-syllables etc, ( punya and papa ) 
are combined with each other as one. And, by reason of 
eminence or diminution of it, it is known as punya or papa 
( respectively ). ( 1911) 

3rf qrfRoifqra m 

q 1 % ” qqif 354 

qoksqq; ; S»q- 

1 ^13 qf^qqq;, qf| s»q qiq 

q^q^f^f^q^3%qqTW5:q m 5?^^ ? srt*!- 

W^VK ^^orsoqqiqi^q^q 

juqurqqr-q^q :jt^q% ?rcqr 5>jqTW qq#^; 

q^qt ^qiqqiqqi-qliq qiqfqf^^^:, sr^qqt q^qf qiqi^q? 
qq^^ I qq^”^sfq5oqt!j^7i qrqi^T qq^%, qTqr?sr^q ^qq^ 

qqSq ?fq 11 ( ) 

D. (7.— The theory is that papa and punya are not separate 
entities, but they are infused with each other as one like the 
two syllables jtuned together as one. Like a base metal of 
haritdla or indigo, wherein there is always one object mixed 
with two colours or like, the Mecaka jewel or Narasinha etc, 
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punyoi-pdpa is also a mixed entity. Here, if* some one raises 
the doubt that if it is one single entity, why is it known by 
two names— and f The answer laid down by them 

is this : — On account of the increase in the constituent punya 
of the punya-pdpa entity, the name punya is given, while 
with the diminution of the constituent punya^ the entity is 
called papa. 

Similarly, when there is predominance of the element of 
papa it is called papa and vice versa. So, punya-pdpa is one 
and only one entity and does not exist separately. il363ll (1911) 

Now, with regard to the remaining two theories, it has 
been laid down jas follows: — 

I3C# ^ oisnt ^ nvrrasir i 

Huvnwtsfj 3r3Trsm»T3iiii^^aii(U?’i) 

^ ^ ^ ? I 

5Jf ^ <IIRM ^3its^55^3fl ^ 

Evam ciya do bliinnaim hojja, hoija va sabhavao ceva i 
Bhavasambhui, bhannai na sabhavao jao’bhimao ii 364 ii (1912) 

Hojja sahavo vtilthuin nikkaranaya va vatlhudhammo va V i 
Jai vatthum natthi tao’nuvaladdhio khapupphain va Ii36v5ii (1913) 

[ I: i 

^ =!i^smTr?r: ii ii 

^ ii ii ( 

Evarneva dve bhinne bhavetam, bhaved va svabhavuta eva i 
Bhavasambhutih, bhanyate na svabhavad yato’bhiniatah || 364 || 

Bhavet svabhavo vastu niskilranata va vastudharmo va ? i 
Yadi vastu nasti sako’nupalabdheh khapuspamiva ll365ii (1913) ] 
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Trans. — 364-365 Similarly, ( some would believe that ) 
both are different ( from each other ), or that the production 
of the mundane world would be due to ( nothing else but its ) 
svahhava only. ( In reply to that ), it is said that { the production 
of the mundane world ) by virtue of ( its ) svabhava, is not 
believable. And, Is that svabhava a ( definite ) object ? or 
causelessness ( itself ) ? or the property of an object ? If ( it 
is taken as ) an object, it is not ( an object ), because it is 
non-apptehensible like a kha-puspa ( 1912-1913 ) 

^ arfq 50^- 

RJTTN 

, ^T«iFf I 3T?r 

’T3§Rm?i;5q 

^%f3rm 

*iRT^r ff ? 

^ 1 5i«f^ mqj^q: 

11 n 

( ) 

T^- 0 . — According to some, punya and pdpa&to independent 
of each other, because sukha and duhkha which are their 
respective kdryas or consequences are not experienced at one 
and the same time. So, when kdryas are found to bo indepen- 
dent of each other, their respective causes should also be 

independent of each other by anumdna. 

binally, there is one more theory that the expansion of 
this mundane world is not due to Karmas known as papa nad 
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j>unya but on account of its own svahhdva. According to this 
theory, there is nothing like Karma. 

Your doubt has sprung up from five different opinions 
stated above. But that is not justifiable. For, out of those 
five theories, none except the fourth one is acceptible. The 
expansion of hJtava by means of its svahhdva as laid down in 
the fifth theory, is also not acceptible. Because, in that case, 
svahhdva should either be a definite object ( vastu ) or cause- 
lessness ( niskdranatd ), or the property of a definite object 
( vastu-dharma ). Since svahhdva is absolutely imperceptible 
like a hha-puspa, it can never exist as a definite object. || 364- 
365 II ( 1912-1913 ) 

Then, 

ft ^IT ? I 

^ W ^ ftu^ 

^ *T ^ir ^ 

g# 3ig^ V <i3fl 3if ftreft i 

vW ftw, ^tf sit gft*rvi i 

di ftsiwrai dl ^ ii K(n?'s) 

3if >indr h i 

dl ii ^vso ii (u?<) 

ftfdnd ^ i 

5 » 
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^ fefbrm i 

gooHi^ ii ii 

Accantamanuvaladdho vi aha tao atthi natthi kim kammam ? i 
Heu va tadatthitte jo nanu kammassa vi sa eva ii 366 w ( 1914 ) 

Kammassa vabhihanam hojja sabhavo tti hSu ko doso I 
Painiyayagarao na ya so katta ghadasseva ii 367 li ( 1915) 

Mutto amutto va tao jai mutlo to’bhihanao bhinno I 
Kamma tti sahavo tti ya jai va’mutto na katta to ii368ll (1916) 

Dehanam vomam piva, jutta kajjaio ya muttimaya i 

Aha so nikkaranaya to kharasingadao hontu ii 369 ii ( 1917 ) 

Aha vatthuno sa dhammo parinamo to sa kamma-jivanam \ 
Punne-yarabhihano karana -kajjanumeo so ii 370 ll ( 1918 ) 

Kiriyanam karanao dehainam ca kajjabhavao i 

Kammam madabhihiyam ti ya padivajja tamaggibhui vva h371 II 

Tam ciya dehainam kiriyanam pi ya subha-’subhattao l 
Padivajja punnapavam sahavao bhinnajaiyam ll 372 II ( 1920 ) 

^ 513 II II ( ) 

fra 

II II ( ) 

^^^rra ifh ^ ^ ii^^cil 

m ^ ii ii (\M^) 

?RTW“^ra?g^t ^r: ll ^vs® n ( ) 
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^ I 

^ ^ 5rf%q?i^?r ii^v9?u iXM%) 

^ n ^m-sg5(T?5rT^ i 

fwsn^ ii ii ( ) 

Atyantamanupalabdho’pyatha sako’sti niisti kirn karma i 
Hetur-va tadastitve yo nanu karmano’pi sa eva it 366 || ( 1914 ) 

Karmano vabhidbanaiu bhavet svabhava iti bhavatu ko dosah ^ i 
Pratiniyatakarad na ca sa karta ghatosyeva U 367 11 ( 1915 ) 

Murto’murto va sako yadi murtastato’bhidhanato bhinnah | 
ELarmeti svabhava iti ca yadi va'murto na karta tatah ||368ii (1916) 

Dehanam vyomeva, yukta karyadita^ca murtimatta i 

Atha sa niskaramta tatah kharaSrihgadayo bhavantu ||369u (1917) 

Atha vastunah sa dharinah parinamastatah sa karma-jivayoh i 
Punye-tarabhidhanah karana karyanumeyah sa ii 370 n ( 1918) 

Kriyanam karanato dehadinam ca karyabhiivat | 

Karma madabhihitamiti ca pratipadyasva tvamagnvbhutiriva ||371|| 

Tadeva dehadinam kriyanamapi ca iSubha’-subhatvat | 
Pratipadyasva punya-pape svabhavato bhinnajatiye ||372|| (1920)] 

Trans. — 366-372 If it is extremely non~perceptible, why 
is it called svabhava and not Y^arma ? The hetii that works 
in the existence of svabhava, works in case of Karma also. 
Or, what harm is there in taking svabhava as the synonym of 
karma ? And since it has a definite shape like ghata, it 
cannot be a doer just as sky is not ( the doer of ) bodies. 
( For ), the corporeal nature is justified on account of ( its ) 
being karya etc. Now, if that ( svabhava ) were causelessness 
{ itself ), non-existent ( objects like ) kharasrhga etc, would 
come into existence. If it is { taken as ) the property of a 
( definite ) object, then it would turn out to be the effect of 
Karma and jiva, and would be inferred as punya and papa by 
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means of karya and karana. So, like AgnibhuU, you, too, 
( shall have to ) acxept ( the existence of ) Karma on account 
of actions as well as Karyas { in the form of deha etc., ) and 
since Karma itself is the cause of good or bad ( in case of 
deha etc. ), as well as other performances, admit puriya and 
papa as belonging to different species by their very svabhdva 
{ 1914-1920 ) 

%T^flF^T0IT ^ 

f I ^ ^ R3T-ft5rif^^^^f 

I 313 303 - 313 %^ 

If f^3RR 13 I 

|r?3I33^3 ^ 131-5^3 ^g: ii ? 11 

Orgg ^I3?g3R^ I 33T, 33f¥f3f3^ ^ ^t3T5^5n5[^3g 

Ruft ^4 33f 333RRIRTftR4: I gR-RR- 

f3Wlf3 ; srf^q^R, 3?«R?«irf f^qroit ^ 3Rt- 

W^Rt 3^^«33?§3l^ II II 

( ) 
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D, C. — These verses have already been explained in details 
in the Second Gamndhara — vatia.f The only point to remeiiiber 
in this connection is that punya and pupa, the pariimma of 
J^va and Karma, could be inferred from kdraria and kdrya. 

These two inferences are explained as follows: — 

( 1 ) KdrarMnumdna : — Just as in case of working of 
agriculture, rice, barley, and wheat etc. are reaped as crops 
( Kdryas ) at the end, punya and i^dpa are also reaped as the 
parinamas of Jiva and Karma with actions like munificence 
etc. or violence etc. as their respective causes. 

It is, therefore, said that- 

“ Samasu tulyam visamasu tulyam satisvasaccjpyasatisu saooa | 
Phalam kriyasvityatha yannimittam tad dehinam so’stinuko’pi 

dharuiab ii 

( 2 ) Karydnumana Just as a potter accompanied by the 
materials such as earth, stick, wheel etc. happens to be the 
Kdrana of ghaia, so also in case of Kdryas like s'ar^ra etc. 
there is some cause or the other. The cause in this case, is 
nothing but punya and papa in the form of good and bad 
deeds. In the production of kdryas like s'artra etc., parents 
are no doubt visible causes, but along with them there are 
invisible causes in the form of good or bad deeds also. Other- 
wise, ugliness or fairness in various forms — in spite of their 
drsta hetu, viz, parents being the same — would never bo 
accounted for. The karma therefore has two types '.-Punya 
and papa. Good forms are the results of punya and ugly 
ones are the results of pdpa. Hence it is said 

“ Iha dfstahetvasainbhavikaryavisesat kulalayutna iva i 
Hetvantaramanumeyam tat Karma Subha’-subham kartuh u ” 

So, like Agnibhuti, you, too, shall have to accept the 
existence of Karma putting faith inh) the words of me — the 

f Vide pp, 86 to 137 
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omniscient. You shall also have to take it for certain that 
Karma is divided as punya and papa, causing a variety of 
forms in deha etc. ii 366-372 || ( 1914-1920 ) 

The existence of punya and papa could be established in 
a different way : — 

— * ^ .T rT. rT... . t ,1 . .1 . - I . I ♦ . 

sr gooi-qraif 

Suha-dukkhanam karanamanurtivam kajjabhavao’vassam i 
Paramanavo ghadassa va karanamiha punna-pavaim ii373ii (1921) 

qworlt ii ii ( ) 

Sukha-duhkhayoh karanauianurupam karyabhfivato’vaSyam i 
Paramanavo ghatasyeva karanamiha punya-pape ||373n (1921) ] 

Trans. — 373 Just as molecules ( which act as ) the cause 
of ghata resemble ghata, in the same way, happiness and 
misery, the Karyas have also their karana viz, punya and papa, 
similar, to them, { 1921 ) 

g mM( II II 

( ) 

D, C . — Since harana is similar to Kdrya, the small particles 
of earth which make ghata resemble ghata, and punya and 
papa which are the karana of sukha and duhkha would resemble 
sukha and duhkha. || 373 ii ( 1921 ) 

The opponent may now, raise the objection as follows : — 

qrR^sf ^ f 3Tf ^ A II ^vsa II 
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Suha-duhkhakaranam jai kammam kajjassa tadanuruvam ca » 
Pattamaruvam tam pi hu aha ruvim nanuruvam to ii374h (1922) 

irnpHR ^ II II ( ) 

Sukha-duhkhakaranam yadi karma k&ryasya tadanurupam ca | 
Praptamartipam tadapi khalvatha rupi nunurupam tatah II374II ] 

Trans. — 374 If kartna ( were known as ) the cause of 
happiness and misery, and if Karya ( were taken as ) simiiar 
to it, then, that ( L e. kanria ) also would certainly become 
formless, and if corporeal, it would not resemble ( the Karya ). 
( 1922 ) 

11 II ( ) 

D. C. — If Karma composed of and ^/apa is accepted 

as the Karana of sukha and duhkha, and if sukha and duhkha 
are taken as similar to the Karma, Karma, which in fact is 
corporeal, would become formless like sukha and duhkha. 

On the other hand, if it is taken as corporeal, it will not 
resemble its karya, viz, sukha and duhkha which arc incorporeal, 
n 374 II ( 1922 ) 

Then, the Tirlhaiikara Bhagavdn replies : — 

51 fk fJisf m arf ^ i 

Bfe ^-^oraoRT?:arT 

Na hi savvahanuruvam bhinnam, va karanam, aha mayam te | 
Kim kajja-karanattanamahava vatthuttanam tassa ? ii375u (1923) 
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fk ? li II ( ) 

Na hi sarvathanurupam bhinnam va karanain, atha matam te | 
Kim karya-karanatvamathava vastutvam tasya '{ U 375 11 ( 1923 )] 

Trans. — 375 The karana is neither similar nor dissimilar 
( to the imrya ) in all respects. Then, you might contend that 
“ How is its being a karya, karana or a ( definite ) object 
( justified )? ( 1923 ) 

3if ^ m ^ 

im ^rl«rTS5^f 

?%sq^qTfq qjmirrqTg;, ^ q5m?%sm^qifq ^ 

^ I 3tV 

^ ^qfr^rqqtrfqfq 1 qw^ 

srq^t^qqT qr ^T^-qji^^: ti qvsH 11 

D. C. — Kavana is neither absolutely similar nor absolutely 
dissimilar to the Kd7-yas. So, Karma cannot be called 
formless like its Kw'ya viz, sukha and duhkha. 

Your doubt is based on your assumption that kdratici is 
exeliisively similar or dissimilar to the kdrya. But you are 
not justified in your assumption. For, if Karana were absolutely 
similar to Kdrya, it would turn out to be the karana of some 
other Kdrya also. 

Similarly, a kdr^ja taken as similar to a karana in all 
respects, would also become the Kdi'ya of another karana. 
Consequently, there will be no distinction between Kdrya and 
karana, and both would either become karana or kdrya. 

Since there is no difference between kd^'ya being a definite 
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object and a karana being a definite object, the exclusive 
difference between the two would also be out of place. Hence, 
Kdrya and karana are neither absolutely similar nor absolutely 
dissimilar to each other, but comparatively equal or unequal 
to each other, li 375 |l ( 1923 ) 

The author states in objection to this and to its reply : — 

3tf ^ ? I 

3r HirwT ! majisn ^ ii 

Savvam tullatiillam jai to kajjanuruvaya keyam ? i 

Jam Somma ! sapajjao kajjam parapajjao seso u 376 II ( 1924 ) 

[ qK ^Tqf3i:qqr ^qq; 1 1 

q^^q I ^qqqh: ^rq q^qqq: %q: il li ( ) 

Sarvatu tulya’-tulyam yadi tatab karyii.nurui>!ita keyam? i 
YatSaumya! svaparyayab karyam paruparyayah §esah ||37(>|I(1924 ] 

Trans. — 376 “If everything is comparatively equal or unequal, 
then, in what way is Kdrya similar ( to karana ) ? l‘or, O 
Saumya ! Kdrya is the synonym and the rest autonym. (1924) 

qfq fqiqqr^qq 'IRqt ^^qt-s^^q^q^q, ^ 
qj’^qi^^TJ^q gqqqpq qi i qs^iqqjT^a: qf: qTf-*‘ srtqrifq 
qijqq;, qq: %q ^Brq?5^qqi qjRq^^q fq^q^sRqcqq, ^r^qq- 
qjRqq^^q ? i qfq T^f^qqjT^qqrs- 

^ ^qr^ q^tq qqt i^q^, qqr t^qjRq^ q ^f^qs^qq;, 
qrcqqg^qq^j qq qqq ^qqi-spq^qqq, q^i r%qqq 
? I 3rqt=5q^~^^ srfqrqnq qVq I ^^qr-sg^qrl qq- 
q^sfq q^qi^ qjT^q^q ^iq ’^qqqfq:, q^qr^ qsifq 
3 ?:qa^q^, ^q^q^rq^q: qqlsfq q^rq: ^rqqfq q^qq|qt> ifq 
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^ 1 3rTf-^5 5^- 

’prk ^Ror?[t 

3r^5?TT0T^, 3ri%c[k?2iik^iri: Rikk mr 

( KW ) 

D. C. — Bhagavan : — Not only karya and kdrana, but all 
objects of the Universe, are relatively equal and unequal and 
no object is absolutely equal or absolutely unequal. 

Acalahhrdtd : — If it is so, then, why do you try to establish 
particularly the similarity between kdrana and kdrya by saying 
that “ stikha and duhkha are similar to kdrana etc. ? Still, 
however, if some object is absolutely similar to another, it may 
be justified to say so. But when nothing is similar or dis- 
similar in all respects, and everything is relatively equal or 
unequal according to you, then, how could it be said that 
Kdraria was similar to karya '{ 

Bhagavan : — In spite of all objects being relatively equal 
or unequal, kdrya resembles Hv’cma because it is. the synonym 
of kdrana, while other objects which are the autonyms of 
kdrana are dissimilar to it. 

Hence in the present case, sukha and duhkha are the 
synonyms of Karma the kdrawi. The combination of jiva 
and }mnya is the cause of sukha, and that of jiva and pdpa 
is the cause of duhkha, just as siva, kalyihui-, s'ubha etc are the 
synonyms for sukha, the same are the synonyms for the 
pmiya-karmas also. 

Similarly, duhkha and its cause, the pdpa-karmas, have 
the same synonyms viz, a-s'iva, a-kalydna and a-sfubha etc. 
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It is in this way, 0 Saumya ! that punya and papa are known 
as the kdrana$ resembling their kdryas viz sukha and duhkha. 
It 876 II ( 1924 ) 

The opponent may here ask as follows : — 

fife qsRot g gif o i .pwi i 

Kim jaha muttamamuttassa karanam talia suhainam kammam i 
Dittham suhaikaranamannai jaheha taha kammam? l|377ii{ 1925) 

Kim yatha murtamanuirtasya karunaiu tatha sukliadinam karma | 
Djistam sukhadikaranamannadi yatheha tatha karma ? il 377 ii 

Trans. — 377 Is Karma the cause of sukha etc, as murta 
is the cause of arnuria ? ( And ) is Karma apprehended ( as 
the cause ) in the same way as food etc, are apprehended as 
the cause of happiness etc ? { 1925 ) 

? II II ( ) 

D. C . — Just as a gem, garland, sandal-paste, woman, 
serpent, or a poisonous sting becomes the murta cause of the 
a-murtu sukha and duhkha^ should we accept Karma also 
whether good or bad-to be the murta and prati/aksa cause like 
food etc. ? 11 377 || ( 1925 ) 


The answer is — 



•: 428 :• 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 
0 


[ The ninth 


i%«r fife ^5wnm, h ^ ft i 

HtsTOT sf;R<n ^ 

Hou tayam ciya kirn kammana, na jam lullasahananam pi i 
Phalabhedao soVassam sakarano karanam kammam ii378ll ( 1 926) 

^scHR ^ \\ ^vs<' ii ( ) 

Bhavatu tudeva kim kariiuiiia, na yat tulyasadhananfimapi i 
Phalabhedatahso’vasyaiu sa-karanah karanam karma Ii378ji(1926)] 

Trans. — 378 ( The opponent may argue further that). “ Let 

that ( i. e., food etc. ) be the cause of happiness etc.” but what 
( is the use ) of Karma ? That is proper, (n spite of there 
being equal materials, the difference in results has certainly 
{ some ) reason which is ( nothing but Karma. ) ( 1926 ) 

f srRJf^rf ? i 

^ 

I fT% ^ 

II II ( ) 

D. 0. — Acctlabhrata : — Since food etc are directly apprehen- 
ded, they could be taken as the causes of .‘iukJia^ duhkha, but 
what is the purpose of assuming Karma, which is absolutely 
imperceptible to be the cause ? 

Bhagavan'. — Persons having the same sadlianas like anna 
etc are found to enjoy different phalas like sukha and duhkha. 
In spite of their taking the same food, some people look glad 
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while others appear gloomy. This sort of phala hlieda is 
significant and is due to good or bad karma. || 378 ii ( 1926 ) 

The mw'fMa of Karma is now explained as follows:— 

g^^55iiwi3ft ^ i 

t wmBr gofr n n 

Etto cciya tam nuittam muttabalahanao jaha kumbho I 
Dehaikajjamuttaio vva bhanie puno bhanai || 379 li { 1927) 

[ ^ f I 

II II ( ) 

Etasiuadeva tad inurtaui murtabaladlianato yatha kumbliah | 
Dehadikaryamurtadita iva bluinite pnriarbbanati ii;;79ll (1927)] 

Trans . — 379 On account of that reason, it is murta like 
ghaia, on account of its ( capacity of ) strengthening the body, 
or on account of the kiiryas like dclia etc. l)eing imirta. When 
thus told, he speaks again. ( 9127 ) 

5r^itrvi% 3 t^ i 

3rw, ^ -Sf ;Tir75fT 

I W* ll^vs^ll 

D. C , — The murtatva of Karmas is explained in various way.s- 
1. Since the difference in plaxUis in ease of tho.so having 
the same sddhanas is due to Karma, tlio karma should 
be taken as miirta. 
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2. Karma is murta^ because like ghata, it strengthens the 
haryas like body etc. 

3. Just as ghata is murta, because it is strengthened by the 
miurta objects like oil, etc. Karma is also murta^ because 
it is also nourished by the objects like flower-garlands 
and sandal-paste etc. 

4. Just as the of ghata are murta, because ghata 

is murta, the karma is also murla, because its karyas like 
s'artra etc are mwia. || 379 ll ( 1927 ) 

When thus answered by the Tirthahhara, the opponent 
argues again — 

fife 5^ i 

m ? uncoil 

To kirn deliainam mutlaltanao tayam havai muttam | 

Aha suha-diikkhainam karanabhavadarOvam ti ? »i 380 n ( 1928) 

31^ II ) 

Tatah kiui dehadiuaui uiurtatvatastad bhavati murtam | 

Atha sukha-dubkhadiuain kflranabhavadarupamiti ? Ii380||(1928)] 

Trans. — 380 Then does it become mTiria because of the 
corporeal nature, dcha etc ? Or, is it incorporeal because of 
sukha-diihkha etc, ( being incorporeal ) ? ( 1928 ) 

II II ( ) 

D. O . — By accepting your argument, Karma will become 
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niiirta as well as a-murta. It will be murki, because its 
kdryas like deha etc are nmrta. At the same time, it will be 
called a—murUi also, because its kdryas and the jtva-])a7'inflmas 
such as sukha, duhkha, krodJia, mdna etc are a-niurla. In such 
a case, should we take Karma as muria or a-murta? |(380|| (1928) 

Bhagavdn replies: — . 

^ ra i 

Na sahainam heli kammam ciya kintu tana jivo vi | 

H6i samavaikaranamiyaram kammam ti ko doso ? ||3Sl ll (1929) 

[ ^ 5ft#tsfq I 

Na sukhadiiiam hetub karmaiva kintu tesain jivo’pi i 
Bhavati samavayikaranaiiiitarat karme’ti ko dusah ? Il38l|| (1929) ] 

Trans - ?y^\ Karma is not the only cause of happiness 
etc, but jiva is also their intimate cause Karma is the opposite 
one. What difficulty will arise ( in sucli a case ) ? ( 1929 ) 

^ROT ^ 

?r d'f I! II ( ) 

D. C. — Karma is not the only cause of sukka^ dtihkha etc. 
Really speaking, Jiva is the intimate cause of sukka etc and 
Karma is merely an accidental cause. Hence, on account of 
the a-murtatva of the kdryas, viz siikh, duhkka etc their intimate 
cause viz jiva does become a-murta but Kdi'ma being merely an 
acoidantal cause does not become a-murta. So, there will bo no 
difficulty as regards karma being accepted as murta. ||381||(1929) 
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Now, refuting the first assertion that the abundance of 
miseries is due to the diminution of imnya, the author states — ^ 

?T ^goTt I 

ii ii ) 

lya ruvitte suha-dukkha karanatte ya kammuno siddhe i 
Punriavagarisamettena dukkhabahulattanamajuttam ||382|| (1930) 

[ I 

ii ii ( ^<^^0 ) 

Iti rupitve sukha-duhkhakaranatve ca karinanah siddhe i 
Punyftpakarsauiatrena duhkhabahulatvauiayuktam |l382ii (1930) ] 

Trans. — 382 When Karnia is proved to be murta and 
( at the same time ) established as the cause of sakha-duhkha 
( the theory that ) the abundance of miseries is due to the 
diminution of virtuous actions, will fail. ( 1930 ) 

ii HR ii 

D. C . — Now that tt)ie tlieory of svabhdv<c has been refvitod 
and the existence of a rnurki, knrnm as the cause of sukhct and 
<hihkh(t, has been established we can easily refute tlio theory 
tliat the abundance of miseries is caused by the diminution of 
punyus II 383 t| ( 1930 ) 

Kamniappagarisajaniyam tadavassam pagarisanubhuio | 
Sokhhappagarisabhui jaha punnappagarisappabhava ||383ii (1931) 

?fh?q!r?Rq^j;ftqVT il H\ li ( ) 
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Karmaprakar^janitam tadavasyam prakar^nubhiiteh i 
Saukhyaprakar^bhutiryatha, punyaprakarsaprabhava || 383 || 

Trans. — 383 Just as the experience of the abundance of 
happiness is caused by the abudance of virtuous acMons, the 
experience of the abundance of miseries is also produced by 
the abundance of sinful actions. ( 1931 ) 

( IW ) 

D. C . — Abundance of miseries is not due to the want of 
virtuous actions but it is due to the abundance of sinful 
actions, just as abundance of liappiness is duo to abundance 
of virtuous deeds, and not due to the diminution of sinful 
deeds. || 383 ii ( 1931 ) 

Moreover, 

af 5|3nei^«i>-M4iReaarai^ltii7i5i ^ ^ i 

Taha bajjhasahanappagarisaiigabhavadihannalia na tayam i 
Vivariyabajjhasahanabalappagarisam avekkhejja ii 384 || ( 1932 ) 

II II ( ) 

Tatha bahyasadhanaprakarsangabhavadihanyatha na tat | 
ViparitabahyasSdhanabalaprakarsamapekseta I) 384 ii (J.932) ] 

Trans . — 384 It is so on account of the abundance of 
external elements also. ( For ), otherwise, it would not require 
the excessive force of the external ( as well as ) opposite 
elements. ( 1932 ) 



484 :• 


Jinabhadra GanPs 


[ The ninth 


5«^T7^nr5ffjrg qr wd^ i f 

TO^g^^r: \ 

|0^^'TTg^fRN^^?IT5ri^ 

I 5oq[(T^4«n5nT?q 5 :^ 

S’J^^^sn’^gTfRTft^RJfTq^^HRT^W ^ fS- 

^qd^!^TiRTf^^rm5r^^m«qf^q ii^dv?ii 

D. C . — Abundance of miseries to the various beings in 
this world is not merely caused by the diminution of punya- 
harmas but by the abundant force of various external elements 
like forbidden food also. If it were not so, it would have been 
caused only by the diminution of prescribed food etc ( to be 
attained by punya-karmas ) and would never have depended 
upon the abundant force of the external but opposite elements 
like forbidden food etc ( to be attained by pdpa-karmas ) 

The main purport of the above argument is this: — If 
dchatva were to be generated by means of the diminution of 
2>U7pja-karrrw.s only, it would have been produced only on 
account of the lack of external materials like istdhdra etc. 
But it is not so, as it is produced by the increasing force of 
the external but opposite materials like anistdkdra as well. 
11 384 II ( 1932 ) 

And, 

Deilo navacayakao punnukkarise va muttimattao i 

Hojja va sa hinatarao kahamasubhayaro mahallo ya? ii385n (1933) 
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^ ««riTs^ft ^m ^ ii n 

Deho nfipacayakritah punyotkarsa iva milrtiraattvat 1 
Bhaved va sa hinatarakah kathamaiubhataro mahanSoa 1 ||385 h 

Trans. — 385 Since body is corporeal like the abundant 
punya karmas, it is not produced by ( means of ) diminution 
( of punya karmas ). Or, if it is so, it should be small. ( bor ) 
how is a huge and ( at the same time ) splendid ( body 
available ) ? ( 1933 ) 

^ ^ ^«rT 5T ^ 5»>qT- 

3r5»RrT^ t(T^, 

II II ( ) 

D. (7.— Since the bodies of anuttara gods including the 
Supreme Ruler of the World are murta^ they are not produced 
by the diminution of punya ka^’mas. In the same way, bodies 
like that of a miserable elephant etc are also not produced by 
the dimimution of punya karmas only as they are murta. For, 
that which has been produced by the diminution can never 
be murta. 

Still however, if a body is ever produced by diminution 
of punyas, it must be exquisitely feeble and auspicious. Because 
a body which is huge and at the same time auspicious, is 
produced by the accumulation of punyas, while that which is 
huge but in-auspicious is produced by the accumulation of 
papas. Hence, a body produced even by a small quantity ol 
punyas must necessarily be happy and never unhappy. Just 
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as, from a small lump of gold a small but golden pot is made 
but not an earthen or a copper one, similarly, a body produced 
even from a small accumulation of puny as is always happy 
though small in form. || 385 ii ( 1933 ) 

Refuting the second and third theories, the author states — 

I?# ft i 

51 5T uif Roi?:# ^ rranoimm n \c\ ii ( ) 

Evam ciya vivariyam joejja savvapavapakkhe vi l 

Na ya saharanaruvam kammam takkaranabhava ii 386 u ( 1934 ) 

^ ^ ^ II II ( ) 

Evameva viparitam yojayet sarvapapapakse’pi i 

Na ca sadhfiranarupam karma, tatkaraiiabhavat II 386 i) ( 1934 ) 

Trans . — 386 The same ( argument ) should also be applied 
to the theory of exclusive papas, ( but ) in a reverse manner. 
And, { there is ) nothing like a common karma ( containing 
punya a^id papa together ) because of the absence of its cause. 
( 1934 ) 

^?I^T--'TTq[TqAT5r5f(^# ^ ^ 

STN I f gr; 2 H ^ ^ 

I 31^ ^4, mm- 

II II ( ) 
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D, G. — In case of the theory that everything is pd^a and 
there is nothing like puriya and that sukha is also produced 
by the diminution of papa, the same argument stated above 
should be applied but in a reverse manner in this way: — 
Since even a small portion of papa produces dvhklut like a 
small particle of poison, it could never be said that sukha is 
produced by the diminution of papa. Even a fraction of 
happiness is produced by punya and never by pdp>a and so 
on. These arguments clearly indicate that punya and papa 
are absolutely separate entities producing sukha and duhkha 
respectively. 

So, both could never be taken as one combined entity as 
laid down in the third theory. Such a combined Karma has 
no Jietu whatsoever. And hence, like a son to a barren woman 
it is entirely impossible, ii 386 il ( 1934 ) 

In support of the argument, the author continues — 

^ 3 ^ ft rraif n^cvsii(n^H) 

Kammam joganimittam subho’subho va sa egasamayammi i 
Hojja na u ubhayariivo kammam pi tao layanuruvam h387ii(1935) 

Karma yoganimittam subho’subho va sa ekasamaye t 

Bhaved natubhayarupah karma ’pi tatastadanuruj)aiu ||387ll (1935)] 

Trans . — 387 Karma is caused by contact wliich is either 
auspicious or inauspicious at one time, but never in both the 
forms. So, Karma is also similar to it. ( 1935 ) 



•: 438 :< 


Jinabhadra Qani’s 
« 


[ The ninth 


^^ 555:4 5«ni?pt 3rg4^ 

^vm H tw ll^<5VSll 

( ) 

D. C . — Perversion ( mithyatva ) incontinence ( a-virati ) 
stupidity ( kasaya ) idleness ( ‘pi'amiada ) and contact ( yoga ) 
are the various causes of karrm-handha. Out of these, yoga 
or contact with the outer world is the principal cause. This 
contact is divided as. 1. Bodily contact, 2 Mental contact and 
3 the Contact of Actions. It is either s'uhha or a-s'id)ha at one 
time, but never in a combined state of s'ubhas'ubha at the 
same time. 

Now, since this yoga is the kdrana and karma, the hdrya, 
the latter shoul be similar to the former. Hence, there cannot 
exist a karma containing and pdpa combined together. 

When there pervades a-s'uhha yoga the s'ubha Kar'ma-in the 
form of virtuous doeds-is produced and when there is a-s'ubha 
yoga, the a-s'ubha, karma of sinful deeds is produced. 

But Karma could never exist in a combined state of 
s'ubhas'ubha as yoga never exists in a combined state. Ii387ll(l935) 

Now the author states an objection and its reply-— 

Nanu mana-vai-kaoga subhasubha vi samayammi disanti i 
Davvammi misabhavo bhavejja na u bhavakaranamrniii388«i(1936) 

^ fkmi^ 5T 3 it il ( ) 

Nanu mano-vak-kfiyayogfiU subhasubha api samaye dreSyante 1 
Dravye mi^rabhavo bhaved na tu bhavakarane II 388 || ( 1936 ) ] 
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Trans. — 388 “ Even siibha and a-hibha contacts pertaining 
to mind speech and body are perceived at ( the same ) time, ” 
The state of mixture would be ( possible ) in ( case of ) abs- 
tract ( ones ). ” ( 1936 ) 

?r«rT, ?T5Trf^^^5'rf^?ir^: 

?r^T, 

I I f ^5f5^ 

^ I m ^¥rT5^Tr«irr 

f3[f^%sfq 55 ^^ 

5rT«tJ-5[5?iqtnt 5Tf5TRT^?S^5T 3 

#5fq m 

5C5?i^»iTorR^ rfru^JTT^fTRrd;; ^^-^r^-^r?T- 

5 f^?i- 

%mfk ^s^5q^*n^^TOiR 

mm I 5 flr?(; i 

ftRr ft«Rr^ii \<cc II ( ) 

D. C. — Acalabhrata : — The combined state of’ s'uhha and 
a-s'uhha contact of mind, takes place when one thinks of 
offering munificence etc, but not according to the prescribed 
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rules. That belonging to speech takes place when the obser- 
vances of deeds like munificence etc, are advised but against the 
proper rules. 

The misfrahhdva of the bodily contact is apprehended 
when a person actually performs the ceremony of worship and 
bowing down etc, to the Tirtliahkaras without following the 
prescribed customs. 

In this way, it is quite easy to apprehend the three 
types of yogas in a mixed state of s'ubJia and a-s'vhha at the 
same time. 

Bhagavan: — Your assumption is wrongly based. Yoga 
comes into existence in two ways — ( 1 ) By virtue of the 
contact with concrete substance and ( 2 ) by means of contact 
with abstract (objects). The concrete substances that come into 
contact with mind, speech, and body and the process of arousing 
mind, speech and body, form the dravya-yoga; while the mental 
effort which acts as the cause of contact on the part of both-». c. 
substance as well the process-is known as the hlidva-yoga. 

The composite state of s'nhha and a-s'uhha taken together 
is possible is case of dravya-yoga of all the three varieties 
belonging respectively to mind, speech, and body-from the 
practical point of view. But it is never possible in case of 
bhdva-yoga. It is important to note, therefore, that from the 
practical point of view, the mis'rabhdva ot'.s'ubha -Aud a-suhha 
combined together may be admitted in case of dravya-yoga, but 
it is never possible in case of dravya-yoga of definite assertion. 

In case of hhava-yoga, the mis'rabhdva is neither possible 
from the practical point of view nor with regard to definite 
assertion. 

Moreover in dga^nas also, there is no mention of the 
composite state of s'ubhds'ubha-yoga, as a third variety coming 
after s'ubha and a-s'uhha varieties of mental effort. Hence, 
in case of bhdva-yoga, there cannot exist a mixed entity of 
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s'ubhd’s'uhha-yoga but either a s'uhha-yoga or a-s'uhha-yoga is 
possible. On account of the same reasons, Karnut is also 
formed of s'uhha or a-s'uhha deeds separately, but never of 
s'libha and a-s'ubha combined together, ii 388 ii ( 1936 ) 

And, 

Ft®i m ^ 3 am a i 

Jhanam subhamasubham va na u misam jam ca jlianavirame vi i 
Lesa subha’subha va subhamasubham va lao kammam h389ii( i 937) 

Dhyjnam subhama^ubJiaui vil natu misrani yucca dhyaiiuvirame’j>i | 
Lesya subhil’subba viT subhamasubham va tatab karma II 389 H 

Trans.— -3S9 Meditation is either auspicious or in-auspi- 
cious but. never composite ( of both ). I'or, even at the end 
of meditation, the conflict is either mblia or a-subha. Hence, 
karma is also either ( of ) virtuous ( type ) or ( of ) evil ( type ). 
( 1937 ) 

sfq ^ris^ w ^t^r, 5f 

D, C. — It has been laid down in the (igamr(,s that dhynna 
is either a'uhha i. e. inspired by a religious or guileless motive 
or a^s'uhha i. c. inspired by vile or dreadful inotivo at one 
time, but it could never be inspired by Ldh the motives at the 


ea 
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same time. Even at the end of dhydna, the conflict at work 
is spoken of either as s'uhha ( i. e. dominated by lustrous and 
such other characterstics) or as as'uhha ( i. e. dominated by ill- 
ominous elements) but it could never be known as s'vhhd’-sfubha. 

The hhdva-yogas are composed of meditations as well as 
the conflicts. So, hhdva-yogas are also either s'uhha or 
a-s'ubha separately but never mis'ra. Consequently, Karma 
should also be taken either as s'uhha or a-s'ubha taken sepa- 
rately and never as s'uhhd's'ubha taken together. l|389ll (1937) 

Moreover, 

gw n i 

Puvvagahiyam ca kammam parinaniavasena misayam nejja | 
lyareyarabhavam va samma-micchaim na ii gahane Ii390ii (1938) 

Pfirvagfihitam ca karma parinamavascna misratiim nayet i 
Itarctarabhavam vil sainyak- inithyatve natugrahanc Il390ll(1938)] 

Trans— 3% A pre-apprehended Karma may attain the 
composite state, on account of fruition or may alternately turn 
itself true or false. But ( that is ) not ( so ) at the time of 
( new ) apprehension. ( 1939 ) 

qr m«qTrq i 

jftrqr «»qqrq- 

m«q?rqg# ^qjq^q fq^qRq^SqrTT 5?^^, fW 
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^ I 5?f^ 

^^^ \\^%o\\ ii^^iC) 

D. C . — The composite state of Karma could be explained 
in this way also: — A Karma which is apprehended previously 
may attain s'uhha, a-s'uhJia or niis'ra condition or it may also 
turn itself better or worse. The later pure parincimas would 
purify the previous evil and turn them right, while 

on the other hand, impure parindmas would spoil the previous 
virtuous pudgalas by means of excessive lieights of sentiments 
etc and turn them guile. Thirdly, the parindmis which are 
half-way between purity and impurity, would turn the Karma 
into a composite state of virtue and vice. 

In this way, with regard to Karma of former existence, 
three states-vu s'uJ)lia, a-s'uhha and s'ubhds'uhka — are possible. 
But, at the time of new apprehension of Karma, the parindma 
is not able to form a composite Karma of piniya and p>dj:>a 
combined together and hence there are only two states. 
II 390 11 ( 1938 ) 

Now, the process of changing virtue into vice, and vice 
versa referred to above, is explained as follows: — 

^ntoi v»ifoi II II ( ) 

Motluna auyam khalu darnsanainoham carittamoham ca i 
Sesanam pagainam uttaravihisanikamo bhajjo ii 391 ii ( 1939 ) 

[ ^ I 

II II ( ) 

MuktviT fiyuskam khalu darsanamoham caritra moham ca l 

I * ^ 

Sesfinam prakritinamuttaravidhisamkramo lihiljyali li 391 Hl939)] 
Trans. — 39 1 Excepting the ( constituents belonging to ) 
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oyuh,f infatuation of dar^ana, ( undifferentiated knowledge ) 
and infatuation of cdritra ( right conduct ), transformations of 
the latter parts of the remaining characteristics should be 
accepted. ( 1939 ) 

01 sreq ” srTf?pn?T% 3[s- 

?r i ^^lorf 5 

fq’SRt *q 

% R>5rq4t^^fq’^q ^^qroirf^Tf^ 

^m\ sresqt-^f: f%?i ^RTqw5f^--^?§^woi5Tqqi- 
q5qTq^^jir5R-fii«qTR^T^~ig’^i-%3r^-^i5arRoiiR=^5iKRT-sg^- 
^g;-q^i^-Rmoir--5??r?:Tqq3^qi^^qi: gqqf?>??q 

^T^T Rlq;g;5;qirqf??^RTq?^r^ ^\^ 

q^T f RTq^oiTT 2 f^TRqTlR T?lR^orT^tf^, 

^Rfq iifg^RTq^ ^5|iT?T#^TK I ^qr 
f^|qig;^qf?q%^q^?ft5fRfq q^qqRRTqq^qiii^T wqf^, h 

R^VRiTRf??f ?«?RT;fT; qRR^S^T^«q?TR ffsprqf^, 

^ g w’sqR^qq’iq’RT^j wi^qfiifg i i^q f^: i 

^q?g q^?5ift^q»qfqfq: g;^q^?qfq’qTg #qjq: qqfg 

^qRRg^Rq^q R^W^R II II II 

D. C . — The process of prakriti samkrama ( mutual trana 
formation of various characteristics ) is explained as follows: — 

+ Ayuh Karma. 
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(1) Prakriti-samirama is not possible in case of original 
prakrits like jhandvarmm etc. But in case of characteri- 
Btios which are acquired later on, mutual transition does 
take place even though they are not different from their 
respective original characteristics. 

(2) Four varieties of the characteristics of Oynh, and the 
infatuations of (hvrs'ami and curitrct ( right conduct ) are 
exceptions to the above rule. In spite of these prakritis 
being a-hhinna from their respective original prakritis, 
they do not undergo mutual transition. 

(3) There are 47 uftara-prakritis^ which undergo mutual 
transition. Thej^ are enumerated as follows: — 5 types 
of jhdndvaranas, 9 types of dar's'andvaranas, 16 types 
of dullness; perversion, fear, contempt, the characteristic 
of lustre, the kurmana characteristic; 4 characteristics 
of colour etc; one that is neither too long nor too short; 
charsictoristics of destruction and construction; and 5 types 
of obstruction ( antardya ). 

All the se 47 uttara-prakritis ol’ definite baiulka^ always 
undergo mutual transition c. out of five types oi jhdndvaranas 
noted above, the s ruti-jhdndvarana could be transformed into 
mati-jhdndvarana atui vice versa. 

In case of other that have not been actually 

bound up, one that has no proper baiulha may be translbrmed 
into one having proper handlia, but the process docs not work 
vice versa, i. e. a prakriti of proper bandita docs not change 
into a jjrakriti without bandha. 

This is the process of 2^'>‘(ik7'iti-sarnkraraa. The {process 
of transition in case of other 2 >'*'<^des' as etc is understood from 
the sentence: — 

“ Mula 2 >vakrityabh%nndsu vedyamundsu samkrarnah bhavali ” 
etc. implying that when they are known to be similar to the 
original p^'okriiis they undergo transformation. II 391 |l ( 1939 ) 
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The separate characteristics of 'punya and papa are now 
explained — 

^ ^ gw>i i 

qiw ST ^ ii ti (n»«>) 

Sohanavannaigunam subhanubhavam ca jam tayam punnam i 
Vivariyamao pavam na bayaram naisuhumam ca ii 392 ii (1940) 

m ^ srr^t ^ ii ii ( ?^»«> ) 

t 

Sobhanavarntidigunam s'ubhilnubhavatn ca yat tat punyam i 
Viparitamatah papam na btidaram natisuksmam ca ti392|| (1940)] 

Trans. — 392 ( A karma ) possessed of properties like 
bright colour etc and good fruition is called punya. Papa is 
( exactly ) opposite to it. ( Both of them are ) neither too 
huge nor too subtle. ( 1940 ) 

R^q^t^rraj Jfifq ii n ?<^vo n 

Z). C . — A Karma having splendid colours, odour, taste, 
and touch, is known as punya. Papa is opposite to punya. 
So, its colour etc. are dull and has no good fruition. Both of 
thoin are neither too huge like Me.ru etc nor too minute like 
paramanu, because they are produced by the multiplication of 
various karmas. || 392 ii 1940 ) 

Pttif f fissiUT ^ gftdt 5rft i 

3fHi ii \\\ ii ( U8? ) 
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Qinhai tajjogam ciya renum puriso jaha kayabbharigo'i 
Egakkhettogadhani jivo savvappaesehim ii 393 11 ( 1941 ) 

#r: Ii II ( ) 

Grinhati tadyogyameva renum puruso yatha kj-itabhyangah i 
Bkaksetravagadhum jivah sarva-prade^aih ii 393 ii ( 1941 ) ] 

Trans . — 393 Just as a person besmeared with oil, catches 
dust from the same region, the Soul also catches ( a substance ) 
which is worthy of that ( Karma ), and situated in the same 
region, by means of all ( its ) regions. ( 1941 ) 

^ 3 , srl^rf^^if^cr^onir^ ^rrs^xq- 

I ^11%, ^ 

5r^?irT5r*nsm^^j i : 3 ^^ 

5Err?qiT'Jn?^‘ 5rrr% ii Hi 

sTHim, %q^r7- 

R^ujtqijJT^tel^s^r^er # u 11 ( 

D. 0. — The Soul catclies only that, suhstance wliich siiitH 
luultitudoa of pdpa-karmaH and ^>Mny(4-/car//««.'5'. So, it dons 
not apprehend tliose Idve imrarndmis and auddrika etc. wtiicli 
are absolutely unfit. Secondly, the Sold accepts those substan- 
ces only, if they are situated in the same region as that of 
the Soul and none else. So, just as a person bosiuearod with 
oil etc catches dust, the Soul also Ijoing alFected by ra'/a-dvesa 
etc, catches purposely a proper substance by the help of all 
its regions. 
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It has therefore been said that — 

“ Egapaesogadhain sarvapaesehim kammuno joggam i 
Bandhai jahuttaheum saiyaoianaiyaui vavi || 

[ EkapradeSavagildham sarvapradesaih karniano yogyam | 
Badhnati yathoktahetu sadikamanadikaiu vapi ] II 393 ||(1941) 

At this stage, the opponent raises an objection — 

Avisitthapoggalaghane loe thunatanukamniapavibhago | 

Jujjejja gahanakale subha’subhaviveyancim kalto ? ii 394 ii (1942) 

53^^, p: ? ii ii {\w) 

Avisistapudgalaghane loke sthulatanukarmupravibhagah 1 
Yujyeta, gralianaktile subha'^ubhavivecaniiin kutah ? ||394ll(l942)] 

Trans. — 394 In ( the midst of ) tlie world which is crowded 
with common pudgalas, divisions of coarse ( stfmla ) and subtle 
( suks/na ) kar/nas would be justified ; ( but ) at the time of 
apprehension, how w'ould the distinction of auspicious and in- 
auspicious be justified. ( 1942 ) 

irq f ?f; ?-;q f i 

11 II ( ) 
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D. G. — This world is entirely filled with multitudes ot 
common scattered in all etherial regions without any 

distinction of s'uhha and a-s'uhJui. When jh^a apprehends 
these it is able to recognize them as neither too 

sthida, nor too suk^ia, as jtva is not able to recognize sthiila 
and svk^a pudgalits. 

In such a case, it is possible that jvva is able to under- 
stand the distinction of sthuLa aind suksina. lint how is the 
distinction of s'ublu* and a-s'uhha justified when jiiHt, tries to 
apprehend the Karma-'pu<lgalas ? li 394 II ( 1942 ) 

The reply is — 

iwrgu ^ ^Tr^i {V^\) 

Avisittham ciya tarn so parinama-’sayasabliavao khippam > 
Kurute subhaniasubham va gahane jivo jaliabaram ii3bbii (1Q43) 

?rfnr ii ii 

Avisistaiueva tat sa puririauuT.’'-srayasvabhavatali ksiprum | 
Kurute Subhaniasubhaiu vagrahancjivoyatha’'-hcirani ii395||(I943)] 

Trans . — ^^395 It is common no doubt. ( But ) at the time 
of apprehension, the Soul turns it into sublia or a-mbha 
immediately, by virtue of its iiciture of resort and fruition as 
in case of food, { 1943 ) 

mmtf m 
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r^J!l«Trw ^r #sfq ^?nlt 

^5in-s5^(r%qr qftoftrw ^’ntsfq 

«milf^54 ^ 3firf J ^ioTt Jif’ii^JT^ i 

’sf— 

irioRTfr^^Ji got 

^if^’^T'ir^gnt II ? II 

STT^^^TTilt ^qt 5TT^ qt^ qqt 3lf|qt I 
arrq^qqqrr^ qf^ srfiqt q fq ii ^ ii 
qiqt srftqt ^ mm f%5 i 
Sf-p^nq’qr %qri ii ^ ii ii 

II \V\ II ( IW ) 

D. C. — Although these multitudes of Karmas are not 
distinguished as s'ubha or a-s'vJtyha originally at the time of 
apprehension, jiva i in mediately turns them s'tthha or a-s'vl)1m 
on account of jyarindma as well as ds'raya. Jiva is the Cts'raya 
of Karma which again is the ds'raya of s'uhhatva and a-suhha- 
tva. By the help of this ds'raya &vahhdvct as well as the 
pariniima, jiva apprehends Karvui. So, at the time ef appre- 
hension, s'uhhatva or a-s'ubhatva of Karmas depends upon 
s'uhha or a-s'ubha parinama produced by jiva. 

Jiva apprehends karma as s'tiblia or a-s'ubha by virtue 
of its ds'rayasvaiyhdva. So, when Karma is apprehended by 
jiva accompanied by s'uhha or a-s'ubha parindma, it is recognized 
either as s'ubha or a-s'ubha karma. As in the ease of dhdra. 
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the karma-pud galas also immediately undergo change in their 
original nature in the present condition and the future conse- 
quences. In the same way, small or big portions of various 
regions of Karma-pudgalas also undergo immediate changes. 

It has therefore been laid down that: — 

“ Qahanasamayammi jiva uppaei gune sa-paocayao i 
Sarvajiyanantagune kammapaesesu savvesu || 1 || 

Ayuyabhago thovo name gde samo tao ahigo | 
Avaranamantarae sariso ahigo ya mohevi ii 2 || 

Savvuvari Veyanie bhago ahigo in karanam kintu | 
Suha-dukkhakaranatta thii visesena sesasu tl 3 u 

[ Grahanasamaye jiva utpadayati gunau svapratyayatah I 
Sarvajitanantagunan karma pradeSesu sarvesu ii 1 || 
AyuskabhJlgah stoko namni gotre samastato’dhikah I 
Avarane’ntaraye sadriSo’dhikasca mohe’pi || 2 |) 

Sarvopari Vedaniye bhago’dhikastu kilranam kintu | 
Sukha-duhkha karanatvat sthitir visesena sesasu ||3||395 (1943)] 

The example of Cihdra stated above is explained in details 
as follows: — 

g# id af (nv a) 

Parinama-”sayavasao dhenue jaha pao visamahissa | 

Tullo vi tadaharo taha punna-’punna parinamo ii 396 ii ( 1944 ) 

Pariiiama-”^rayava§ato dhenva yatha payo visamaheh i 
Tulyo’pi tadaharastatha pimya-’punyaparinamah ii 396 ii (1944)] 

Trans. —?>% By virtue of fruition and ( the object of ) 
resort, just as the food of cow and serpent although same 
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results as milk ( in case of cow ) and as poison ( in case of 
serpent ), so also, the result ( in case ) of piiriya and papa is 
( different ) ( 1944 ) 

S^ir- 

sy»?Tqf^nT: I f3[i% ^ 

p^sff ’TR«ir?T%j 

%3^^»»r^<TTf^ri R5rgr?r'4^, sniT^^- 

D. (7.— Although the food of cow and serpent is the same, 
that of cow results as milk while the same results as poison 
in case of serpent, on account of the distinction of parinama 
and as'raya. So, in spite of dluiras being the same, the result 
is not the same in both cases, because their ds'rayas — Cow 
and serpent-are different. Like s'uhhd-s'uhha as'raya, it also 
depends upon s'uhhd-s'uhha jjarinania II 396 II ( 1944 ) 

Or, it can be explained in this way also; — 

3tf ft I 

?T5 g;wTgw-sig«ftflmlii^'\vsii(?^«H) 

Jaha vcgasariraniini vi sara -saraparinamayamei | 

Avisittho vaharo taha kammasubha-subhavibhago li397ii (1945) 

[ RRi-sRi^f^ojrqgT%fg i 

Yatha vaikasarire’pi sara’saniparinainatameti l 

Avi^ista ivah&rastatha karrmisubha’-subhavibhagah l|397H (1945)] 

Trans . — 397 Just as the same food results in a substantial 
or perverted form even in the same body, the distinction of 
Karma as subha and a-subha would also take place. ( 1945 ) 
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^n^r-s^^tTf^(iriJT?TT^r%-^m-s^j^-Hmrf^w- 
«?R'»rr^ ^sr-s^^qif^'TRoirH ^ 5«fr 

qft®imT-ss«rqf?5T^ 

# II 11 ( ? w ) 

D. C. — Even in case of one and the same body and the 
same food, the food results either in substantial forms like bile 
chyle, blood and flesh etc. or in worthless forms like urine, 
foeoes etc. immediately after it has been consumed. 

In the same way, s uhha and a-s'uhha divisions in case of 
Karma, should also be recognized by reason of distinction of 
parinama and ns'raya. ii 397 II ( 1945 ) 

The author now, illustrates the distinction of 
&.x\d papa, and establishes their existence by means oH iigamas — 

era ?i«i i 

g<wi, ^ qtf ^ ?TT%^i»wi%in ii \%c ii ( ) 

Sayam sammam hasam purisa-rai-subhau-nama- gotlaiiri i 
Punnam, sesam pavam neyam sa-vivagamavivagam Ii398ii (1946) 

[ S^q-^r%-i^T3-5Tfq-qt5rTfor i 

^rq qrq |q mqqiqjq^qiqjq; ii ii ( ) 

Satam samyaktvam hasyam purusa-ruti-.subhttyurnama-gotrani 
Punyam, sesam papain jueyam sa-vipakamavipakam ||398|l (1946)] 

Trans . — 398 Comfort, right belief ( samyaktva ), mirth, 
masculine form love, and virtuous life, name and lineage-all 
these are known as punya ( prakritis ). The rest should be 
known as papa ( prakritis ). ( Both of them may be ) with or 
without fruition. ( 1940 ) 
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5im-«Tt3rri^ i 

trsr 

5fr*TT?TT: 5r^?r^ l*Tr:, ntt i 

l^J ^2[5rWTf^?ir^ fWT^ I 5 

f3:^?^Tf(?ir^f srf^^: ^^^^; ^?r«rT- 

?rk 3^Tnk 5TT-kf^--^f T3«TTt ^ =fT^ I 
’TfoTT^nt ^ ^w*T II ni 
shrtwor TO<»r i 

3rgi5^f ^ q^^q il q t) 

anqrq fk q qq?qr i 

qq-qm-q^q q%q f^t iq um Win 
sfTqgr m kf^^'q krqq^^q <^qi^ i 
qiqk qq^^ 5«q k k^fi II i? II 

qtetrqT’^ qi qq^q^ qqq^q?qi^ qrq fq|q^ i 

q»qqq q;qq5qq:-q;q qq; qiqq; ? |k I q^q^-qf%^q^q 
k q^qqq iq qqq q kqiq^, t%? 5 ^kqm«:qTrqsj[^qi^, 
qq ?fff mq^lgtqiq^q^q, q^qrqrq qiq^ l q?:q»q%?qifq^^- 
qiqrqT^^rqT^qqi^Tq Kki q*qqq5=5qq^ q^qkq^S fq«qr?q- 
^Iqq; i qqf q i ?q q saq-tfrq^^jargviqiifq ^kqr^q- 

kqi^ q q;q5qtj[-qqT qt qqq fqqrqjq: kfkg 

q?q5[q qr ^rqi q^?ltq^rfqqT% %qq f^rq: i q^ yk 
qiq q %^q sqq^Eqf^q fq^^q: q^^goq-qrqqq: i 

^qqTqq^qjj-qq^qTfq qfkqgq-ir^r^q^r^qqfT^; q 
%qkq, ^qi^qf ^q^f^^qrkqqq^qiq;, qRqJT^Vqf 
qiiqfq'iqiq, I q q qlqi qkqq^^q^q l^^q-q^rq^^sfq 
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5rinor%s?<T- i h ft 

?f«j»iR«T :^3TftjjwwTqf?ir- 

fl^^T 5=^T^^T, 50’5f?ir“’TTqf?gf’5t% 

q^iWT^ j ^«TTft-q^ f^^Tqft ^ ^q^- 

?r ^ mh»f 

fq^s^riftft I ^ ^rqlqj^q^i ^’J^T-qiqtgqtfe^ 1 qi^eiqi- 

fq^^qi 5 q?m 1 q^i f^ 3 [eT«qqT, 

S«q^, 3r^rTqr-s?T?jj-s^?gi^^5 qjq^qi^EqTftRfq ^fe%%^qtqi 
sr^^qiiqi^ I ^^qTri;5aq~qiq^qqqT fqft% Rq ^oq-qr^ fq 1 
qqj 5^-f:?qqfq5qHq?qq^: 5®q-qiqqtqqtq»5ft?qr qifqqcqi^ 
q (I ) 

Z). C\ — ( I ) There are 46 charHcteristics wliieli are s'tih/ut 
and are hence known as 2 )uuya-p‘f'(xkrUis. Tliey are enimiora- 
ted as follows: — 

Bestowing of gift; propriety of conduct etc purged of all 
impurities; mirth; masculine form; affection; the three types of 
ayus ( union or connection with body 'iriz — divine, huina!i, and 
ti7'yanca, ) thirty-seven pi'akriiis of Nmm Karma { including 
birth as a Th'tJumkara ) and the noble lineage. 

( 2 ) According to others, there are 42 laxikritts luider the 
category of imnya. They insist that samyalctva^ 'purnsaveda, 
hasya and 7'ati are 'papa^i^rakritis when they are contrary to 
the nature of jiva. Excepting these four laxih'itis, the 
remaining 42 are laid down by them as under — 

Sayam uccagoyam nara— tiri-devanyaim taha name | 

Devadugam manuyadugam paninda-jaj ya taiiupanagaiu || 1 ii 

Angovaiigana tigam padhamam sanghayanameva santhanam i 
Subhavannaicaukkamagurulahu taha ya paraghiXyam ii 2 || 
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Us&sani ayavam ujjoya vihagagai vi ya pasatthft | 
Tasa-ljayara-pajjattaiii pattoya thiram subhatu subhagam || 3 It 
Sussara aejja jasam nitinuina titthayarameva eyao | 

Bajalam pagaio puimaiu ti Jijiohiia bhaniao || 4 II 
[ Satauiuccair-gotram nara-tiryag-devayu.skani tatha nainni i 
Devadvikam ruanujadvikam pancendriyajatis ca tanupancakaiu ||ltt 
AngopaiigJnam trikain prathamaiu sanhananaineva sansthanam | 
Subhavarij&di oatuskamagurulaghu tathiica paraghatam ii 2 || 

Ucchvasa atapa uddyoto vihayogatirapi prasasta i 
Trasa-badara-paryaptaui pratyekam sthiraiu subham subhagamiiSlI 

Busvaramadeyaiii ya^o nirmanam tairthakaramevaituh I 
Dvicatvarirnsat prakritayah punyamiti Jinairbhanitah II 4 || ] 

The remaining 82 'prukritis arc recognized by them as 
2 ntpa -2 n'iikritis . 

If someone raises a question at this point that how would 
samyaHva be called Y The answer would be 

this — The virtuous samyaktva whose natural inclination is 
undoubtedly s'tihha, is not referred to in this case. The 
putlgalas that are classed under samyakiva^ though purged 
out of all perversions, are a-s'ubha because of the evil elements 
like doubt etc. being present in them. So, they come under 
the category of 

The purified jmdyalas do not very much obstruct the 
nature of samyaklva. But they are classed under samyaktva 
merely by moans of upacdra, and really speaking they belong 
to tlie category of mithyatva. 

( 3 ) IBoth-imnya and |>« 2 >a-should either have fruition or 
no fruition. Hence, some Karmas are recognized in their 
original form on account of their t’fpdfcas, while bthers have 
either scanty juice ( rasa ) or no juice at all, and hence have 
very little vipdka. So, 2 ^dpa and punya are recognized by virtue 
of their various regions of lyarindma, and are distinguished 
from each other, on account of their mutually opposite qualities. 
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( 4 ) The view that imnya and pap'^’ exist in a combined 
state, is absolutely unfounded. Secondly, if Karma which acts 
as the cause of happiness and misery, was taken to exist in 
a composite state, all the living beings would undergo happiness 
as well as misery at the same time. But it does not happen 
SO in reality. For, gods have almost everything of happiness 
and narakas are always buried in abstdute misery. It is clear, 
therefore, that the reasons of abundant happiness and abundant 
misery are different from each other. Thirdly, if there is one 
composite entity of punya and papa, the theory that increase 
of punya causes abundance of happiness or that abundance of 
happiness is produced by the absolute removal of papa, would 
become null and void. Because, that which does not increase 
with the increase in another, is different from another. 
Yajhad(Uta who does not grow fat with the growth of Devadatta 
is different from Devadulta. Tlie uniform oneness of pimya 
and papa is, therefore, not at all proper. If their oneness is 
believed on the assumption of Karma being common in both, 
there would be no difficulty. 

But so far as an individual is concerned, know it for 
certain that punya and pd]}a are separate from eacli other as 
proved above, and hence O Bhadra ! it is not worthy of you 
to raise any doubt about it. || 398 ii ( 1946 ) 

Referring to the commandments of Vedas, the author states — 

?rf ii ii ( ) 

Asai bahi punna-pave jamaggiliottaim saggakamassa i 
Tadasarnbaddham savvam danaiphalam ca loammi ii399ii (1947) 

II II ( ) 

Asatorbahih punya-papayoragnihotradi svargakamasya | 

Tadasarnbaddham sarvam danadiphalam ca loke )|399|| (1947) ] 

88 
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Trans, — 399 In ( case of ) punya and papa being absent, 
the commandment of the performance of the sacrifice etc. 
( prescribed ) for one who aspires for Salvation, would become 
useless. Moreover, all sorts of fruition ( of the good turn ) 
like munificence etc, { welknown ) in the world would also 
become null and void. ( 1947 ) 

^RPT II II ( 

D. C , — If there were no imnya-pdpa in this world, the 
coimuandnient of tiie Vadas that one who aspires for Salvation 
should perform agniJwtra etc, would be of no value. Moreover, 
the results of actions like ddiia and himsd in the forms of 
punya and yapa respectively which are welknown in this world, 
would all be futile. Hence, take it for granted that punya 
SinApupa are existing, and leave olF all your doubts. Il399ll (1947) 
Thus, 

Rfwloi ^-irtoil¥:qgifeoT i 
df >?wf3Ti i%if dl ii«ooii(u»«) 

Chinnammi samsayarnmi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ii 400 tl ( 1948) 

[ %% 3r^i-HTiri%5ri%;T i 

ii »oo \\ ( 

Chinne satpsaye Jinena jara-^maranavipramuktena I 
Sasramanah pravrajiUistribhistu saha khandikasataih ||400ll(1948)] 

Trans. — 400 When the doubt was removed by the Tlrthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age and death, that saint 
accepted the Dlksa along with his three hundred pupils. (1948) 

End of the Discussion with the Ninth Ganadhara* 



Chapter X 

Discussion with the Tenth Canadhara 

t JrsT^r 3TTn^ i 

u ii ( ) 

Te pavvaie sQum Meajjo agacchai Jinasayasam | 

Vaccami ya vandami vanditta pajjuvasaini ii 401 ii ( 1949 ) 

^5irfTi 'rtqi^ ii vo? ii ( ) 

Tail pravrajitaii srutva Metarya figacchati Jinasakasam | 

Vrajauii vande vaiiditva paryupaso || 401 II ( 1940 ) ] 

7>a//s.— 401 Having heard that they have renounced (he 
world, Metarya, comes before the Tirthafikara. ( He thinks- ) 
I may go, pay my homages, and worship him. ( 1949 ) 

3n«ift ^ i^oi 3nf-3ram<uih|i.i4jjiui i 

;n^ ?r hwwjj <n naosm (nn®) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii402n (1950) 

[ 3rTWTfilrI2^ 5nf^-5rTT-^T^^!r5^^ I 
^VB^J ^ ^ II voR n ( ) 
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AbhasitaSca Jinena jatir-^jara-uiaranavipramuktena t 

Nauina ca gotrena ca sarvajhena sarvadarSin& ti 402 II ( 1950)] 

Trans, — 402 He was addressed by his name and lineage 
by the Tlrthankara, who was entirely free from birth old age 
and death, who was omniscient, and who had ( attained ) 
complete darsana. ( Undifferentiated knowledge. ) { 1950 ) 

The Tirthahkara then said — 

fife wTait 3ifi«i i 

Kim manne paraloo atthi natthi tti samsao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 403 li ( 1951 ) 

H il ii ( IV\\ ) 

Kim uianyase paraloko'sti nastiti samsayastava | 

Voda-padaiiam carthaiu na janasi tesamayaniarthah ||403ll(195l)] 

Trans. — 403 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether the next world exists or not. But 
( ca ) you have not understood the ( real ) meaning of the 
sentences of Vedas. Here is their ( real ) interpretation. (1951) 

5[gs^TR 1 “ ^ ii 

II ( \v\K ) 

D. C . — O long-lived Metarya ! your doubt about the 
existence of para-loka has arisen from your hearing various 
Veda-padas bearing contradictory senses. 

These Vi'da-pftdat are “ Vijhdnagliana evaitehhyo bhutebhyo’' 
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etc. which have already been discussed in the First 

GanadlMra-vMa ll 403 II ( 1951 ) 

The author now states the arguments advanced by the 
student as follows— 

^ rrerral ii »«>« ii ( ) 

Mannasi jai ceyannam majjaiigamau vva bhuyadhammo tli i 
To natthi paralogo taiinase jena lannaso ii 404 u ( 1952 ) 

Manyase yadi caitanyaru madyungamada iva bhutadhanua iti | 
Tato nilsti paralokastannase yena tunna.4ab ii 404 || ( 1952 )] 

Trans. — 404 If you believe consciousness to be the 
property of bhJitas, just as intoxiCcition is that of the constituents 
of wine, the destruction of consciousness being consequent at 
the destruction of the bhuias, the other world will not exist. (1952) 

I ^ ^ 

II Vo« II ( ) 

D. C . — When yovi take caitanya as the property of a 
bhuta like it will not be separate from bhutaa^ just as 

the constituents of wine such as jaggery and dhataki jmspa 
etc. are not different from their property of intoxication. 
Consequently, when hhuta» meet destruction, their property viz 
caitanya will also meet destruction, just as whiteness of cloth 
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disappears with the cloth. So, when caiMinya vanishes with 
the hhutaa, how is it to go to the other world ? ||404n (1952) 

Bven by taking caitanya as different from hhutaa, the 
existence of para-loka will not be established— 

3iv ft 51 *T ft i 

Aha vi tadatthantaraya na ya niccattanamao vi tadavattham | 
Analassa va’ramo bhinnassa vinasadhammassa ii 405 ii ( 1953 ) 

ffTrm^or: ii ii ( \v <^ ) 

Athapi tadarthantarata na ca nityatvamato’pi tadavastham 1 
Analasyeva’ranito bhinnasya vina^adharmanah II 405 II ( 1953 )] 

Trans. — 405 And even if it is different, its perpetually 
is not ( established ). Hence, like fire which is transitory and 
which is different from arani, it is transitory, ( 1953 ) 

I 2 — 3R^ | 

2 I ? I 3r;(iif)^s;[nr: i 

sr^foT^r^fTOT-. 

R«lr^TSq[55^^rfq 

^ 3Jff ?r5ir?Tfq ^ I 
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** ft ^ ^ I 

wr ifi^T %5r f?R% II I II 

II «o^ II ( ) 

/?. (7. — Even if caitanya were taken to be different from 
bhuUis, it would not be able to go to the other world. For, 
like fire which is different from urcmi, caitanya is a-nitya, as 
it dies away after living for sometime. 

The existence of para-loka is not established from this 
point of view also. 

Some might not admit the existence of plenty of caitanyas 
related to each and every bhuta, and might admit the existence 
of one all-pervading uiskriya soul as said below — 

Eka eva hi bhutatma bhute bhiite vyavasthitah | 

Ekadha bahudha cuiva dfisyate jalacandravat ii 

[ There exists only one soul pervading each and every 
bhuta. Like moon ( reflected in ) water, it appears as one, and 
at the same time in many forms. J II 403 ii ( 1953 ) 

But even in such a case, tliere is ikj scope for 2 )ara~loka, 

3T^ r%r%R3fF i 

^ ii ii ( ) 

Aha ego savvagao nikkirio tahavi natthi paralCio i 
Samsaranabhavao vomassa va savvapindesu ii 406 il ( 1954 ) 

E mint i 

ii n ( ) 

Athaikah sarvagato niskriyastathapi nasti paralokah i 
Samsaranabh&vad vyomna iva sarvapindesu ii 406 li ( 1954 ) | 

Trans. — 406 If there exists one, all-pervading, inactive 
( soul ), then also, there would be nothing like para-loka because 
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of the lack of movement ( on its part ) to all beings ( in spite 
of its being all-pervading ) like akasa. ( 1954 ) 

^ ii ii ( ) 

D. C. — Even when the existence of one, all-pervading, 
inactive soul is accepted, the existence of jxtra-loka will not be 
established. For, like dkas'a, it is niskriya in spite of its 
being spread over all living beings. II 406 ii ( 1954 ) 

The existence of 2xxra—loka can be doubted in this 
manner also — 

?fsi »it3n f jt dr ft i 

llialogao va paro surailogo na so vi paccakkho | 

Evam pi na paralogo suvvai ya suisu to saiika ii 407 ii ( 1955 ) 

[ ^TT X^I ^ #sm I 

^ ^ (? w) 

lhalokad va paraii siiradiluko na so'pi prat 3 'aks!il).t 
Evainapi na paralokah ^ruyate ca srutisu tatah saiika 11407 ll( 1955)] 

Trans . — 407 Or, if there is a w'orld like that of gods 
etc. other than this world, that is also not directly perceived. 
So, para ioka does not exist even in that way. On the other 
hand, it has been heard ( about para loka ) in the idstras. 
Consequently, the doubt ( about para -loka ) has arisen. ( 1955 ) 

^ 

II tf«V9 11 ( ? W ) 
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D, C. — If the existence of some world like that of divine 
beings or hellish beings, is accepted since they, too, arc not 
prcUyalcm^ their existence is also not acceptiblo. 

On the other hand, the S'astras refer to them and tell a 
lot of things about them. Your doubt about the existence of 
^yara-loJea is based upon such mutually contradictory facts. 
II 407 II ( 1956 ) 

Here ends the i^ur^xi—jKiksn. The author now refutes the 
arguments of jmrva-paksa one after anotlicr — 

Hi i 

f n ««»: ti ( ? W ) 

Bhuindiyairittassa ceyana so ya clavvao nicco i 
Jaissaranaihim padivajjasu Vaubliiii vva ii 408 ii ( 1956 ) 

Bhutendriyatiriktasya cetanii sa ca dravyato nit yah | 
Jatismaraiiadibhili pratipadyasva Vayubhutiriva ii 408 n ( 1956 )] 

Trans . — 408 Consciousness belongs lo { the soul ) which 
is distinguished from elements, as well as, sense organs. Like 
Vayubhuti, know if for certain, therefore, that it is more per- 
petual than dravya by virtue of its ( power of ) remembering 
the former birth etc. ( 1936 ) 

%^?Tf I ^ =^Triir 

^q:, qqk^ 

D. O.—Cetana is not the property of hlnitaa, but it is the 
property of Soul, which is different from bhiitas, us well as, 
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indriyas, and the existence of which has already been establi- 
shed by means of cmumdnas and other evidences. This soul 
has already by accepted by Vdyuhhuti^ as more nitya than 
dravya on account of its power of remembering its (previous) 
existence etc. You too^ shall have to accept its nityabva^ so 
that the fault of exclusive nitycttva alleged by you does not 
arise, ii 408 || ( 1956 ) 

And, 

fvrr^ f ^ II II (UHvs) 

Na ya ego savvagao nikkirio lakkhanaiblieao i 

Kumbhadau vva baliavo padivajja tamindabhui vva ll409ii (1957) 

[ ?r i 

Na cnikah sarvagato niskriyo laksanadibhedat | 

K.umblia<laya ivii bahavnh pratipadyasva tadinadribhfitiriva II409II 

Trans. — 409 It is neither one, nor all-pervading, nor 
inactive. Like Indrabhriti, believe it as many ( in number ) like 
gliaia etc. by reason oi various cluiracteristics. { 1957 ) 

l f ri: ? i 

iTisrs^TTqf^:, 

ii ii ( ) 

J). C. — According to us, Soul is not one, but infinite in 
Y vkle 
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number, by virtue of its different characteristics. Like ghatci, 
j>ata etc, the Soul has various forms on account of various 
lakmnas such as raga^ dvesa, kasaya etc. Secondly, Soul is 
not all-pervading, but it pervadas the body alone. Thirdly, 
because it is the enjoyer like DevodatUi, it is not niskriya. 
Thus, like Indrahhuti^f you, too, shall have to admit ii409i| (1957) 

In reply to the argument tliat the oxisterme of para-lvhi 
is denied because of the divine and hellisli beings being 
a-pratyahm, the author states — 

JTrRsn-s^N? f n8?oii (USc) 

lhalogao ya paro Somma ! sura naraga ya paraloo I 
Padivajja Moria-’kampiu vva vihiyappamanao ll 410 II { 195H ) 

[ mi t mit^i I 

Ihalokacca parah Saumya ! sura niirakasca paralokah | 
Pratipadyasva Maurya’kampitilvivii vihitapramanat ||410||(19.58) J 

Trans~4\0 Believe the world other than this, O Saumya ! 
to be that of gods and Ndrakas on account of evidences that 
have been advanced ( in case ) of Maiirya and AkampUa* (1958) 

The opponent will argue at this point that — 

315 ftwiIlOII3[<WTt 3TDimWjft ll»t?ll(?W) 

fril ^ ^ H ^ ^ 3?3it ft <?T55R> I 

5r R HUiff dt aw7niijt-sgf%d^[ 

•j- Vide Chapter I 
* Vide chapters VII and VIII. 
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Jivo vinnanamao tain caniccam ti to na paralogo » 

Aha vinnanadanno to anabhinno jahagasam li 411 il ( 1959 ) 

Itto cciya na sa katta bhotta ya ao vi natthi paralogo i 

Jam ca na saiiisari so annana-’muttio kham va ii 412 ii ( 1960 ) 

m ’Ef«iTss^T^^ II II ( ) 

JT ^sirRT-s?jf^^ II II ( ) 

Jivo vijhaiijayHstaccanityHmiti tato na paralokab i 

Atha vijnunadanyastato’nabhijuo yat.hsi’-kasain [i 411 II ( 1959 )] 

Ita eva na sa karta bhokta cat'>’pi nasti paralokab i 

Yacca na sanisari so’jnfina-uuirtitab khainiva 11412 || ( 1960 )] 

Trans ~4 \ 1-412 Jim is ( said to be ) vijiianamaya and 
vij liana is a-nitya. So, there cannot be paraloka. If it is 
( said to be ) different from vijnana, then also, jiva being 
ignorant like sky, it will neither be a doer nor an enjoyer, 
and then also, there will be no paraloka. ( For ), that which 
is ignorant and incorporeal like cikasa, cannot belong to the 
mundane world. ( 1959-1960 ) 

^?RT^- 

qtSRrq Rf iq R% fTR RRTS^nfqR q q^i^qST^TR: I 

qiiqq;, qfl si^q:, fq^Riq^Riq, 

qi I 3fq i^q =q sitqt q qifq i 

^ qqtq.^qrqTq;i ^^tqr- 

=q q m3:TqTqfq i 

^qqRrqt^sfq ^ q??5tcR;, sr^qg: qT^qjIg^qqjqtqtnr^^ir^ i 

=q ^ I fqt ? ^ %RTfq qRR 
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I f^: ? w, 

STT^mf^f^ II II ( ) 

D. C. — MetCirya-. — You believe j%va to be vijhdnamaya. 
Now, since vijhCma is a-nitya, jiva will also be a~nitya. 
Consequently, there will bo no possiblity of going to the other 
world and there will be no ptira-loka also. On the other 
hand, if you take jtva to be different from vijhdna, jiva will 
not be a—nitya, but being different from vijnctna^ it will be 
ignorant, or dull like sky or wood. Consequently, the soul 
will neither be kartit, doer ) nor hkoktd ( enjoyer ). In absence 
of kartriVoa^ existence of para-Loka will be denied. For, if 
para-loka is taken as existing even in absence of kartritva, 
the Siddka beings that have alrea<iy attained absolute Libera- 
tion will attain para-ioka. in absence of bhoklritva also, there 
will be no jfxwa- /<)/(;«, because the soul which is nitya but not 
hkoktd^ will not be able to attain para-loka in absence of 
Karma, whicli acts as the cause of passing to the other world. 
This jiva^ therefore, being distinguished from jioanu does not 
belong to the mundane world, as it has no [)assugo to the 
other world on account of its ignorance like that of wood, and 
a-nmrUitvu like that of dkds'u. ti 411-412 ll ( 1959-19C0 ) 

The reply is — 

f vfr i 

Mannasi vinasi ceo uppattimadadio jalia kiiiiibiK) | 

Nanu eyam ciya sahanavinasitle vi se Somma ! ii 413 ii (1961) 

! II II 

Manyase vinasi ceta utpattimadadito yatha kumbhah | 
Nanvetadeva sadhanatuuvinasitve’pi tas^ui Sauinya ! ||413j|(1961)] 
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Trans . — 413 You take consciousness to be destructible 
\\k(ighata on account of its ( having ) production etc. ( Because ) 
in ( case of ) its indestructibility also, the same is the cause, 
O Saumya .'(1961) 

Rf*rm i 

I5: 1 f fm f ctr; i 

I ^ ft H JFTflsR^^:, 

i ^ 3^:, ! 

I I 

I ^^m-3tqri?-sqq-vi^5?TR;T^ \ 
iRT^R m 

?r^, 3 ?qf%?r^qT^, rwRTcff^iqiR 

sftqR ^ ?m II vn n ( ) 

D. C . — Since caitanya is susceptible to production, and 
exists in various fornis due to various specific characteristics, 
you have accepted it to be a-nitya. That which exists in 
various forms due to various ^>m7/fit/as, is a-nitya like 2X^'f'yayas 
as in the case of oUl and new 2 K^rya,yas of pillar etc. Thus, 
the Soul which is a-hhinna from the a-n%(ya caitanya, is taken 
us a-nitya by you, who have denied the existence of 2^(i^'Ci-loka. 
But that is not correct. Caitanya-vijhmia is not exclusively 
a-nitya, but any how, it is nitya to a certain extent also. 

Every object is susceptible to three conditions — production, 
destruction and perpetuality. So, just as a-nityald is established 
by you on acct)unt of utpatti, nityatd could also be established 
by means of the condition of perpetuality. It could easily be 
stated, therefore, that vijhana is nitya like ghata, and on 
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account of the nityaiva jiva, there is no a-hJmva of para-loka. 
II 413 u ( 1961 ) 

Or, 

Ahava vatthuttanao vinasi ceo na hoi kunibho vva I 
Uppattimadadilte kahaniavinasi ^hado, buddhi ? ii 414 i> ( 1962 ) 

Athava vastutvuto viuasi oeto na bhavati kuinbha iva i 
Utpattimadiiditve kathaiuavinasi ghato, buddliib ? 11414 ||( 1962 ) ] 

Trans. — 414 Or, consciousness does not become destruc- 
tible like ghaia t)n account of its being a ( definite ) object. 
(The question may be that) “How could .if/w/a be indestruc- 
tible when it is suceptible to production etc?” ( 1962 ) 

mm mw RfR ^ 

I5: 1 i^q »nf«q?TfqonR% 

?rqiT?, qq q^^qq f r: I f f^: 1 ^tqT^-^qStqf^* 

iqqTT%r%q i 

RfR q q^^qifqqTq |r ii ii ( ) 

D. C. — Consciouness is never destructible exclusively on 
account of its being a definite vasiu like ghat a 

Metarya : — When ghaia is susceptible to production etc, 
how should it be considered indestructible ? It is recognized 
as destructible by all. Thus when indestructibilty of ghaia is 
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not proved in the illustration stated above, indestructibility 
( in case ) of vijnana also, will not be proved, ii 414 u ( 1962 ) 

Bhagavdn replies— 

3i3iif aisft 

Ruva-rasa-gandha-phasa sarnkha santhana-davva-sattio I 
Kumbho tti jao tao pasui-vicchitti-dhuvadhamma ii 415 ll ( 1963 ) 

Rupa-rasa-gandhu-spar^ab sarnkha sarnsthfuia-dravya-^aktayah;i 
Kuuibha iti yatastali prasuti-vyavacchitti-dhruvadharnianah I1415II 

Trans. — 415 Form, taste, odour, touch, number, configur- 
ation, matter, and energy form kinnbha. For, all of them 
possess the characteristics of production, destructibility and 
perpetuality. ( 1963 ). 

sr^if^iarrfq- 

^5qq-^5q;|q^qTJ, qq '^Zi T%«qfq llVmi 

( ) 

D. C . — A group of properties such as form, taste, odour, 
and touch; the number one etc., configuration like that of broad 
portion from the middle etcj matter ( in the form ) of earth; 
and capacity for holding water; all these properties combine 
together and form ghata. Each one of these properties is again 
perceptible to production, destructibility and perpetuality. Qhata 
is, therefore, nittja inspite of its being utiKMitnat.Wilow (1963) 
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Explaining the same in details the author proceeds — 



ii ) 

!T 3nf ^ ?r ^ w I 
w ?Tf II w II 

I ha pindo pindagara-sattipajjayavilayasamakala m i 
Uppajjai kumbhagara-sattipajjayaruvena ii 416 ll ( 1964 ) 

Ruvaim davvayae na jai na ya vei tena so nicco I 

Evam uppaya-vvaya -dliuvassahavam mayam savvarn ii417ii (196?)) 

fTWT5Rn-?jf^q?T|q^or 11 II ( ) 

^qT%5q^^iT ^ ^ 5 ^ 1 % ^ Rrq: 1 

<?qi?qf5[-5q^-^1sq^q^nq m 11 v?vs ii ( ) 

Iha pindah pindukara-suktiparyayavilayasamakalam | 

Utpadyate kuuibhakara-sakti paryaya rupena 11 416 ii ( 1934 ) ] 

Rupadi dravyatuya na jayato na ca vyeti tena sa nityah | 
Evaunitpada-vyaya-dhrauvyasvabhavain inatain sarvaiu li417 ll( 1 965) | 

Trans. -416-417 The lump (of earth) in this case, is 

produced in the specific characteristics of the shape and capacity 
of kambha at the same time when it is destroyed in the 
specific characteristics of its ( own ) shape and capacity. It is 
produced and destroyed neither by ( virtue of ) its form etc 
nor by ( virtue of ) its matter. It is, therefore, ( called ) nitya. 
Everything is thus believed to possess the conditions of ( being 

susceptible to ) production, destructibility and perpetuality. 

(1964-1965 ) 


60 
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f^5iTi^R:, ^T 5Rn^«inf^^i, 

^ I 

^?i^qr^^TT 

I ^its^ 

^rq^qimq^ ^riq; i ?r^r^ ^^trqmiTTqi^ ^ 

?T%iTSRJTT%^qtrfq i m\ ^ ^i% ^^^qsfq i 

%^?qr3[sqmR^tsrq srVq: rczi jr^r n u 

( ) 

D. C . — Properties like the shape aiul capacity of the lump 
of earth, vanish and at the same time, g kata -hay 'mg its pecu- 
liar shape and its capacity of holding water-is produced. The 
lump of earth is neither produced nor <lestroycd in the form 
of 7'tqHi~ram-gandha-sp(t'7-s'a or dt'avgit. It continues to exist 
perpetually in these forms. Thus, tlie lump of earth vanishes 
in the form of tlie sha{)o and capacity of ghaUx, and exists 
for ever in the f<)rm of t'Tqxt, 7\m:i, gandha^ spm's'd, and dn'avija. 
Similarly, ghaia also vanishes in the form of its former 
pym'ifdyas, and comes into existence with new pay'ymjas of 
gliatdhdra, and lasts for ever in the form of par'ydijas of rupa 
etc. as well as dravya. Consequently, lit has also the svabhdva 
of iitpatti, vyaya and dhrauvyd. Such is not the case with 
yhata only, but it is the nature of each ami every object of 
the Universe. So, like destruetibility, in-destructibility of ghatd 
is also due to the hetus like utpattimattua etc. Consequently, 
in case of caitaitya and dtmd also, the nityatd shoud be 
admitted. || 416-417 li ( 1964-1965 ) 



Vida ] 


G^nadharavada 


•: 475 


Indicating the existence of para-loka thereby, the author 
states — 

fTaroiuiiwtm II a?c ii (twK) 

^ <lT55t3it II \i%\ II 

Qhadaceyanaya naso padaceyanaya samubbhavo samayam i 
Santanenavattha taheha-paraloa-jivanam ii 418 ll ( 1966 ) 

Manuehaloganaso suraiparaloga sambliavo samayam i 
Jivataya’vatthanam nehabhavo neya paraloo ii 419 u ( 1967 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

srW^is^^w II II ( ) 

Ghatacetanaya uaSah patacetanaya samaiibhavali samakaui i 
Santanenavastha tatheha-paraloka-jivanrun || 418 II ( 1966 ) 

Manujehalokana^ah suradiparalokasambhavah samakam i 
Jivataya’vasthanaiji nehabhavo naiva paralokah || 419 II ( 1967 )] 

Trans . — 418-419 Destruction of the cognizance of ghata, 
production of the cognizance of pata, and retention of their 
continuous range, are ( apprehended ) all at a time. Fhe same 
is the case with this world, the other world, and the jiva. 
Vanishing of this human world and coming into existence of 
the world like that of divine beings are simultaneous. I^etention 
in ( the state of ) jiva is neither this world nor the other 
world. ( 1966-1967 ) 
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gf^^T 3 

?T55W ^i^:, 3RTfa[^ra5ii%H3%gr^T^grT^5T 
I ^ 5fi%sfq 

qqj ^q^. tp^^WT- 

i%?3 5ftf-5[5^FiT5r^f I 

5qq-^ftoq^qqT5r?% ^ fX^ II il 

D. C. — Cognizance about gf/iai« is called ghaia- cetand, and 
that about pata is called p^Ua-cetand. When jiva ac*quires 
the cognizance of pata after that of ghaia, vanishing of ghata, 
production in the form of pata, and retention in the form of 
eternal jiva, are siinultaneous. 

Utpada, vyaya and dkrauvya are therefore, the three 
generic characteristics of jiva, as well as, of those who have 
passed to the other world. 

When a [)erson is born in deva-loka after death, he under- 
goes the state of destruction as regards this world, production 
us regards deva-loka, and permanent avasthdna as regards jiva. 
When a perso?i is said to exist in the state oi' jivatva, it is 
neither said to exist in this world nor in the other world like 
that of gods etc. Jiva is called mere dravya without any sort 
of paryCtya, Thus, since jiva has the tendency of undergoing 
utpada, vyaya and dhrauvya, there is no ahhdva of the other 
world. II 418 419 ii ( 1966 1967 ) 

In reply to the question whether all objects possess all 
the three characteristics, the author states — 
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3W3ft <1^, ^ W 5If , ^3 I 

n «r 5rafi ftonfft ^fsi^i^aRTniaft ii ii 
3tswR«ni^ ftsaft wwow^oi i 
?T5|^3ft 3 II w II ( ) 

Asao natthi pasui, hojja va jai, hou kharavisanassa | 

Na ya savvaha vinaso savviiccheyappasaiigao ii 420 n ( 1968 ) 

To’vatthiyassa kenavi vilao dhammena bhavananiannena i 
Savvuccheo na mao saipvavaharovarohao ii 421 ii ( 1969 ) 

[ mm 5r#T:, 1 

JT ^ 11 n ( ) 

^ II W II ( ) 

Asato riasti prasutih, bhaved va yadi, bhavatu khara-visanasya i 
Na ca sarvatha viiiasah sarvocchedaprasafigat II 420 ii ( 1968 ) 

Tato’vasthitasya kena]:>i vilayo dhurmeua bhavanamanyeua | 
Sarvocchedo na niatab samvyavaharopurodhilt ||421|| ( 1969 ) ) 

Trans.— 420-42 1 The non-existanl has no production. If 
it has, there would be production of the horn of an ass ( also ). 
Nor, is there exclusive destruction. ( h'or ), it would result in 
destruction of all. Consequently, there would be destruction 
of all. Consequently, there would be destruction of an object 
existing in a perpetual range by one means and production 
( of the same ) by other means. For fear of obstruction to 
the mutual usage, exclusive destruction ( of everything ) is not 
acceptible. ( 1968-1969 ) 

3r«f ^ 1 ^ 5 , 3r»T*?5rffq%'?f^ 1 %^rfq 
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^g5^rsrTft«i^<ir 5 ^^^^ 

<r»4T^-?i5rS5??T:si^^rkg^ 

5?T^-^m^q^q;T¥5qq^ ^ 5 ^^; I ^«Tf^f^«l- 

^ ^ 'TT^qJTVTR im II II ( 

D. O. — An object which is absolutely <t~vidyamana can 
never undergo production. For, if the production of an 
a-vidyamana object is admitted, non-existent objects like 
khara-visdna will also come into existence, which is utterly 
impossible. It is only a vidyamdna object that undergoes 
production. Secotidly, there is no exclusive destruction of a 
vidyamdna object. If there were absolute destruction of every- 
thing, even itdraH and tiryanca beings would be absolutely 
destroyed. Jiva etc. which are always avasthita, undergo 
vinds'a by means of characteristics such as that of manwsyatva 
etc. On the other hand, they undergo production by means 
of characteristics like that of divine beings etc. But exclusive 
destruction of all, is never possible for fear of the violation of 
usual vyavithdra. Take an example to understand it more 
clearly: — Having broken a golden jar belonging to a princess, 
a l)all was made of gold for a prince. On account of that, 
sorrow on the part of the princess, joy on the part of the 
prince, and gold being retained in the same quantity in the 
form of ball as well as jar, indifference on the part of king 
who is the owner of gold, constitute loka-vyavahdra. If we 
do uot accept utpdda, vyaya and dhrauvya in case of all 
objects, violation of this loka-vyavahdra will undoubtedly take 
place. In case ofyivtt being avasthita, there is no para-lokdhhdva. 
II 420-421 11 ( 1968-1969 ) 
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And, 

nt ^mif^ ^ ?5i3ri5»i ii ii ( ?\'9o ) 

Asai va paramini loe jamaggihottaiin saggakamassa i 
Tadasambandham Scivvam danaiphalam ca Idammi ii422u (1970) 

^ II II ( ) 

Asati va parasniinlloke yadagnihotradi svargakamasya i 
Tadasambaddham sarvam daiiadiphalam ca loke t| 422 || ( 1970 )] 

Trans. — 422 In case of the other world being absent 
( the commendment of the performance of ) sacrifice etc. for a 
person aspiring for Salvjition, would be useless, Moreover, 
the fruilion of ( goon turns like ) munificence etc. ( welknown ) 
in this world, would also be null and void. ( 1970 ) 

qffsfr T%f| 3TT^f u»^^ii(?^vs?) 

Chinnammi samsayarnm? Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam I 
So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ii 423 ii (1971) 

[ %% 3rTT-ii^cnfi[JT5%;i I 

^ %Roi: ii ii ( 

Chinne sanigayo Jinena jara-inanina vi))raniuklena I 
Sa^raniHiiah pravrajitastribhistn saha khandikaSatuih ||423ll(197 1)] 

Trans. 42^ When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirthankara, who was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the Diksa along with his three hundred 
pupils. ( 1971 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Tenth Ganadhara* 


>i5b< 



Chapter XI 

Discussion with the Eleventh Ganadhara 

^ <nrf^ ^3 'ifini 3n>i^ i 

m ii S’lS ii (U'S’i) 

Te pavvaie sou in Pahaso agacchai Jinasayasam i 
Vaccami na vandami vanditia pajjuvasami ii 424 ii ( 1972 ) 

m\ff{ Ti’rm ii ii ( ) 

Tan pravrajitau srutva Prabhasu agacchati J inasakasaiu t 
Vrajaiiii vande vanditva paryupase ii || 424 II ( 1972 ) ] 

Trans . — 424 Having heard that they had renounced the 
world, Prabliasa, conies before the Tlrtha/ikara. ( He thinks- ) 
1 shall go, pay my homages, and worship him. ( 1972 ) 

Then, 

?r m’x’i <4 (t^vs^) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam H425ii (1973) 
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5IT»5|f ^ ^ II II ( ) 

Abhftsita^a Jinena jati-jara-uiaranavipramuktena i 

Namna ca gotrena ea sarvajnena sarvadur^ina ii 425 II ( 1973 )] 

Trans. — 425 He was addressed by his name and lineage 
by the Tirthcuikara, who was entirely free from birth old age 
and death, who was omniscient, and who had complete darsana 
( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1973 ) 

Having thus addressed him, the Bhagavdn said — 

fife 3Tfi«i ^ i 

Kim manne nivvanam atthi iiatthi tti sainsao tujjiia i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 426 ii ( 1974 ) 

^ II II ( ) 

Kim manyase nirvanamasti nastiti sam^ayaatava | 
Veda-padanam cartham na janasi tesilmayauiarthah ii426ll (1974)] 

7ra/ts.--426 What are you thinking about V You enter- 
tain the doubt as to whether nirvana { final emancipation ) exists 
or not. But ( ca ) you have not understood the ( real ) 
meaning of the sentences of Vedas. Here is their ( real ) 
interpretation. ( 1974 ) 

I 5RR I Hdortrr^ ^ 

^ ? ffir 1 3r^ i 

^ ’’ I ?r«ri, gir 

nifT ** I ^ sraroft % m 
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I 3Tp;T^^f|pqT ^ I HI 

^ JiTT^HT^^ I ^ ^raifcrt 

I ^%?2TT^^Tm ^?ji^ri^sri%qTc[^Tf^ l 5 
rwg;^5KTf^, ?srat gfis^r m ^ 

|«irl?irTa[ 1 rr^rr, ^tm^^ arJT?^ 5 ^ irr^rm^ 1 ^ 

II II ( ) 

1). G. — O long-lived PrcMmsa ! your doubt about the 
existence of mokm is based upon your hearing various Vedor- 
^xK^as of contradictory senses. These Veda-2)cidas are as follows: — 

( 1 ) “ Jara-maryam vaitat sarvnm yculagniliotrum. ” 

( 2 ) “ Saim gxdui duravagaha ” 

( 3 ) “ Dve hrahmani parairtuiparam ca, t<itra par am satyam 
jnanamantaram brahma ” etc. 

These Veda—padas are interpreted by you as follows: — 

( 1 ) Agiiihoira- s!K)uld be practised as long as life persists. 

The performance of agnihotra constitutes the sacrifice of 
animals which would turn it suhha or a-subha. But that 
would award the attainment of svarga alone and not moksa. 
Since by this commandment, performance of agnihotra is 
advised to be practised throughout life, there would be no 
other period of time during which some other performance for 
the attainment of moksa could be advised. In absence of 
sadhana, therefore, the sddhya ( viz moksa ) does not exist. 
In this way, this sentence proves the ahhdva of moksa. 

The other two padas try to establish the existence of 
moksa in this way — 
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( 2 ) The cave of mohsa is difficult to be entered by the 
sams^U. 

( 3 ) There are two types of Brahma : — 

J. The Param Brahma or principal Brahma is mokm 
and a-param or subordinate Brahma is jhdna. 

Your doubt has sprung up from those Veda-padas which 
bear contradictory senses. But you have not grasped their 
real interpretation. Here, I give their correct ititerpretation. 
Please listen carefully. || 426 II ( 1974 ) 

Bhagavdn now states the opponent’s view and refutes it. 

jRrfe ft ^1^ f sTidt ? I 

ft ^ w ^ H3fts5R«fr ? 

Mannasi kim divassa va naso nivvanamassa jivassa ? 
Dukkhakkhayairuva kim hojja va se sao’vattha V ii 427 ii (1975) 

Manyase kim dlpasyeva na^o nirvanamasya jlvasya ? 
Duhkhaksayadirupa kim bhaved vatasya sato’vastha?ti427ii(l975)] 

Trans . — 427 Do you think the nirvana ( extinction of 
life ) to be similar to the extinction of lamp V Or, iwould the 
positive existence of soul in the form of diminution of miseries 
etc. be its extinction ? ( 1975 ) 

^ ^ I ^5!nss|: 
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ii^n 

I ^ ^T ^«IT Ihn: STTf^^T i ^ 

ff ter I ? ^- 

i[^-1T^-%-3rHT-5r^T-^iTTf^5:^?J^^'TT I 3^ '^“- 

i^^RTT sftsTTJ ?ft«JrT?^RTf^T: li I il 
1% II «^vs II ( ?<^vsH ) 

D. G. — Like the Buddhists, do you believe moksct to be 
nothing but the extinction ofyiva, like that of a lamp? For 
the Buddhists, assert that : — 

“Dipoyatha nirvTitimabhyupeto naivavanim gacchati nantariki^m | 
Disam na kancid vidisiin na kancit snehaksayat kevalameti sSntim ||1|| 

Jivastatha nirvritiiiiabhyupet*) naivavanim gacchati nantariksam | 
Disam na kancid vidisiin na kancit klesaksayat kevalameti Santim ii2lt 

Or, do you accept rnohsa, like Jainas who believe the state 
of nirvana ( final emancipation ) as a peculiar state of the 
existent jiva constituting the removal of rdga, dvem, vnada, 
tnoha, janma, jard, roya, and duhkha etc 'i 

It has been laid down by them that-— 

Kevalasamvid-dar^anarupah sarvartiduhkha parimuktah I 
Modante uiuktigata jivah ksinantarariganah ” ||1|| 427 (1975)] 

Also, 

SffVfSOItf^Pnsft V 1% I 

aw ? ii8sicii(t^v»^) 

Ahava’naittanao khassa va kim kamma-jivajogassa i 
Aviogao na bhave samsarabhava eva tti ? ii 428 it ( 1976 ) 
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[ ^ I 

^ 5i%g[ ? ii ) 

Athava^naditvatah kliasyeva kiiii karma-jivayogasya i 
Aviyogad na bhavet samsarabhava ©veti ? || 428 || ( 1976 ) j 

Trans. — 428 Or, is it because Karma and jiva ( which 
are ) united together eternally do not undergo separation like 
aka^a, that there is absence of mundane world? ( 1976 ) 

^^-3r«i5rT, ^ 

f?r: ? I m ? i I 

Wf' ? I 3I5iT^r^T^; i If 

?i?T5sr ^ ?T«rT ^ »Tm 

II II ( ) 

D. C . — There is another gruimd also, tipou which your 
doubt is based. Objects that are united with each other from 
time immemorial, tiould never undergo separation. JustasyJwt 
and dkds'a- are never separable from each other on account of 
their a 7 iddi mmyoga^ jloa and hvma will also never undergo 
separation on account of their anddi mmyoga. WJicn Karmi 
is not separated, sarnsdrn will also never be separable. On 
account of the absence of separation from samsui'a^ the absence 
of rnoksa will also be established, it 428 || ( 1976 ) 

But, 

Padivajja Mandio iva viyogamiha kamnia-jivajogassa | 
Tamanaino vi kancana-dhauna va nana-kiriyahim li429ii (1977) 
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Pratipadyasva Mandika iva viyogamiha karma-jiva yogasya i 
Tvamanaderapi k&ncana-dhatvoriva jnana-kriyabhy&m ||429||1977)] 

Trans. — 429 In this case, you ( shall have to ) admit 
the separation of Karma and jlva, in spite of their eternal 
union on account of cognizance and action, as in the case of 
gold and metal. ( 1977 ) 

? I ^T2f^'-vrr3qT«n«ir^f^^ i f% 

«T9f?r-WT5qm«in?t^;nf^ 
II II ( nv9V9 ) 

D. (J . — Even the Htroiigest affinity between gold and 
luetal is broken by the lielp of boating etc. The same is the 
case with that between Karma and j\va also. Separation of 
Karma aiid ytwt is accomplished by means (A' jndna said kriyd 
in spite of their eternal union. It is not true, therefore, to 
say that the separation of objects joined together by anddi 
samyoga, is not possible. Eike Mandika you, too, shall have 
to admit that Karma and jlva are separable from each other 
in spite of their eternal union, ti 429 li ( 1977 ) 

Also, 

li Bnni smmfbnwii ?f i 

^ a TRrfb ?t5H^ ifhRtdi i% iia^on (uvs<) 

Jam naragaibhavo samsaro naragaibhinno ya i 

Ko jivo tarn mannasi tannase jivanaso tti li 430 ii ( 1978 ) 

^ V[^ 3ft?JTT?fr II II ( ) 
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Yad narakadibhavah samsaro narakadibhiunasca | 

Ko jivastvani luaiiyase tannase jivanasa iti || 430 || ( 1978 ) ] 

Trans. — 430 Since sanisara includes hellish denizens etc. 
what jiva do you mean to be different, from hellish denizens 
etc ? With their destruction, ( there will be ) destruction of 
Jiva also. ( 1978 ) 

? I ^ 

^ri«n 5Tnir ? i iiv^oii 

( n'sc ) 

D. C. — Siuci! tiwinmrti coiisisis of ndraka, tiryati.ax, human 
and divine beings, jiva cannot exist as different from any one 
of them. So, when .mmsdra. of ndrahas and others, vanishes, 
jiva will also vanish as it is coiitained in smnsdra. Thus, 
when jiva vanishes, who would attain nwksa f ii430li ( 1978 ) 

This belief is refutctl in this way — 

^ f| eff T I 

»T3ft gftSTt^ W 11 ( t W ) 

^wtsBsii HHid asrtH ^fsin ^idV i 

rfsnn ^ wdi ? 

Na hi naragaipajjayaniettanasammi savvaha naso i 
Jivaddavvassa mao muddanase va hSmassa ii 431 It ( 1979 ) 

Kammakao sarnsaro tannase tassa jujjae naso | 
Jivattamakammakayam tannase tasya ko naso? li 432 ii (1980) 

[ ^ ft siRqjTftq^kmsr^T^ ^isrt i 

55rRT?ir Ir: Ii W II ( ) 
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? II ^\R II ( ) 

Na hi narakadiparyayamatrana^e sarvatha riasah i 
Jlvadravyasya mato tuudranasa iva hemnah It 431 II ( 1979 ) 

Kariuakritah samsarastannaSe tasya yujyate nflSah i 
Jjvatvauiakaramakritam taniiase tasya ko nasah ? II432H (1980)] 

Trans . — 431-432 Like gold tit the destruction of a ring, 
the substance of jiva is not believed to vanish entirely at the 
destruction of mrakas and other. Samsara is based on Karma. 
Hence, its destruction vv'ith Karma is justified. ( But ) jXvaiva 
is not based on Karma. Hence, iiow could it vanish with 
Karma ? ( 1979-1080 ) 

’T^SROTt m{k% 

I ^ If 55:iT^klTRiII% ?ri«lT JIT?5t fSt I 

51 T%f^ fk I 

513 tI5iIT ^511% 5ir^Tf 

^miiy JiT^ 

333R 1^51, ^Rormit ?EiqkR^q i 

51 m% 315^5^1^ 

# 5lTJjn 

3 ^ ^Rdt ;Trfq RR^Rilr ^iif: ii il 

( ) 

D. C. — Existence of jiva as ruirakas or liryancaa is merely 
one of the forms of jiva. So, when these 'paryayas of jiva 
vanish, the substance of jiva or jivatva does not vanish 
entirely but only partially, just as gold as a dravya does not 
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entirely vanish when ring etc, are destroyed. When the riaraka 
paryayas of sarMara are destroyed, jlva vanishes as 'Asamsnri 
and comes into existence as the paryaya of moksa e. g. in case 
of gold, when one paryaya, say ring, is destroyed, another 
paryaya, say ear-ring, is produced. 

Prahhdsa : — But like samsara, will also have to vanish 
with Karma, and hence, there will be nothing like moksa. 

Bhagavan -.--‘It is not so. Samsara is generated by 
means of Karma, and hence it would vanish with KarnM. 
But, jivatva being at work from times immemorial, cannot be 
called Karmajanya. So, jiva will not vanish with Karma, since 
Karma is neither the cause ot jivatva nor is it invariably 
concomitant with jivatva. || 431-432 || ( 1979-1980 ) 

mfdoTt ftnth fVRU li8^^ii(n<:t) 

Na vigaranuvalambhad^asam piva vinasadhammo so \ 
lha nasino vigaro dTsai kumbhassa vaVayava ii 433 ii ( i%l ) 

Na vikaranupalambhadakaSamiva viniisadharma sah i 

lha nasino vikaro dfisyate kumbhasyevavayavah Ii433|| (1981)J 

Trans.— It ( i. e. jiva ) is immortal like sky on account 
of the non-apprehension of changes. In case of a destructive 
( object ), a change is visible like the ( various ) parts of ghafa 
( 1981 ) 

tg: I If ^ ?^q^, qqf 

^q srqqqB; q^^q^qi^ q q^q qqiss- 
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I sat II II 

( ) 

D, C . — The Soul is immortal like dkas'a, because it does not 
undergo any vihara. That which is destructible has undoubtedly 
to undergo vikdras like the different parts of ghata. Muktdfmd 
being, thus immutable, moksa is also immutable. 1I433II (1981) 

Also, 

«l3rl?5Ildf VI ^ w VlVVIf aft »lf ftai I 

sft vsuiwvt gfv ?raHii it ai ftvft II 9^8 u<?^cv) 

Kalanfaranasi va ghado vva kayagaio mat liojja i 
No paddhamsabhavo bhuvi taddhamma vi jani nicco ii434ii (1982) 

^ II II ( ) 

Kaliintaranasi va ghata iva kritakadito matirbhavet I 
No pradlivamsabhavo bhuvi taddharmapiyad nityah |t4'34i| (1982)] . 

Trans. — 434 Or, the belief may be that it is destructible 
at a ( certain ) period of time like ghata on account of its 
being factitious etc. ( But ) it is not so. Indestructibility is 
everlasting on this earth in spite of ( its ) having ( destructible ) 
characteristics. ( 1982 ) 

The author then states the opponent’s view and its reply— 

3T^3[If^0WIWlVt IVV JIf V ft 3H:fl I 

fflrvoiiHtvibft wvr ftv vrtraiTsft Ht ii8^'iii(n<?) 

Anudaharanamabhavo kharasahgam piva maf na tarn jamha i 
Kumbhavinksavisittho bhavo cciyya poggalamao so ii435«(1983) 

II II ( ) 
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Anudaharanamabhavah kharaSrugauiiva umtir na tad yasmat \ 
KumbhavinaSavii&isto bhava eva pudgalamayah sah ||435|i (1983) ] 

Trans. — 435 ( The opponent might say that ) “ It has no 
illustration. Abhava is non-existent like kharasrnga. " ( But ) 
it is not so. The quality of pudgala characterized by the 
destruction of ghata, is itself ( indestructibility ). ( 1983 ) 

Or, 

^ (n««) 

Kim vegantena kayam poggalamettavilayammi jivassa ? » 

Kim nivvattiyamahiyam nabhaso ghadamettavilayammi ? ii 436 it 

[ fk ? I 

Kim vaikautena kfitam pudgalamatravilaye jivasya ? | 

Kim nirvavtitamadhikaui nabhasu ghatauiatravilayc ? ii43 hl(1984)j 

Trans. — 436 Or, at the destruction of mere piidgalas. 
how is jlva to be affected ? At the destruction of ghata, how 
is sky affected all the more ?t ( 1984 ) 

The author proves immortality of muktdtrna by another 
inference also, 

Davvamuttattanao mutto nicco nabham va davvataya i 
Nanu vibhuyaipasahgo evam sai, nanumanao ii 437 ii ( 1985 ) 

[ I 

513 HWftSRt ^ 5^3^511^ II II ( ) 


t Vide V. 1§39. 
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Dravyamiirtvato mukto nityo nabha iva dravyataya | 

Nanu vibhutadiprasanga evam sati, nanumanat I) 437 ll ( 1985)] 

Trans . — 437 The free ( soul ) is everlasting like sky on 
account of the incorporeal nature of ( its ) substance. { The 
opponent might object here that ) “ in that case, there would be 
all-pervading characteristic etc as well. ” ( But ) it is not so, 
because of ( an opposite inference ). ( 1985 ) 

tWRTfr 

^«rT I =i l f?r: ? i 

5’>^-qTqq;^'»n , 

^^g’TT^T^ €tsfq 

II «^V9 II ( \^c\ ) 

D. C . — Like dh'fs'tt dravya, j%va dravya of a free soul 
is also nitya, because it is a-murta as a dravya. 

Frahlidsar. — As you proved nityatva ( in case ) of muktdtmd 
by the help of the example of sky, the example will lead to 
prove other characteristics of sky in rnukidtmd, say for example, 
like sky, muktdtmu is all pervading due to its a-murtatva. 
Similarly, it can also be said that jiva dravya has neither 
handha nor nwksa just as dkds'a dravya has none due to 
a-murtatva. 

Bhxigavdn -. — It is not projjer to establish other characteri- 
stics such as vihhuid etc in mvMdtmd by the help of the 
example of sky. Because, there is another inference opposite 
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to it which contradicts the existence of those characteristics. 
Say, for example, jh^a is pervading only upto the skin of body 
like the sense of touch, because iix^jtvatva is found only in body. 

This anumana refutes the all-pervading nature of jtva,. 
Similarly, the anumdnas that jivas are formed by means of 
punya and and that the combination of jtva and Karma 

could any how be brought about like the combination of gold 
and stone, refute the assertion that jiva has neither handha 
nor moksa due to the a-murtatva of its dravya like dkds'a. 
H 437 II ( 1985 ) 

Or. 

# ^ ft I 

II II ( ) 

Ko va nicca^gaho savvam ciya vibhava-bhahga thiimaiyam I 
Pajjantaramcttappanadiniccaivavaeso ii 438 li { 1986 ) 

[ I 

Ko Va nityagraiiah sarvamevapi bhava-bh.u'iga— sthitiiuayaui | 
Paryayantariiuiatrarpaiiadanityadivyapadcsah li 438 || ( 1986 ) j 

Trans . — 438 Or, why insist upon immutability ( at ail ) ? 
Everything is suceptible to the state of production break-and 
retention. Only by ( means of ) imposition of various methods, 
attributes like mutability etc, are designated.! ( 1986 ) 

il II ( ) 


t Vide V. 1843. 
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D. C. — It is no us© insisting exclusively upon nitycUd of 
nmktdtmd. Its a-nitycdd could also be admitted to a certain 
extent by means of various methods. But, realy speaking, 
all objects are susceptible to utjxida-vyaya ~a.nd dhrauvya 
tl 438 II ( 1986 ) 

For a detailed discussion of bandha and mokm, see Chap. VI. 

Now, in reply to the as'sertion that the extinction of soul 
reseiubles that of lamp etc, the author states — 

?r V Hffi qftoiOTsil i 

Na ya savvaha vinaso’nalassa parinamao payasseva i 
Kumbhassa kavalana va tahavigarovalambhao ii 439 ii ( 1987 ) 

II II ( ) 

Na ca sarvatlm vinaso’uaiasya parinaouitah payasa iva i 
Kutnbhasya kapaiSnamiva tathavikilropalambhat ||43S|| (1987) ] 

Trans . — 439 f"ire being mutable like milk does not vanish 
entirely, because of the apprehension of changes like those 
{ in case ) of the pieces of ghata. ( 1987 ) 

m I fit Jf ? I 

i5T STr!??Jlf^5riTTO?t'T^»=5fTT^fi II II 

( ) 

D. C. — When a lamp is extinguished, its fire does not 
enirely vanish. It is only mutable like milk. So, like milk 
turning into curds or like ghata changing into various pieces 
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by means of a stick etc light changes into darkness, but it 
does not vanish absolutely, ii 439 n ( 1987 ) 

Again, there is an obiection and its reply — 

3!? 51 ft 5? Hi Hsra ? i 

>iftnrog|jun3ii m ii »«« n (\\cc) 

Jai savvaha na naso’nalassa kim disae na so sakkhani ? | 
Parinamasuhumayao jalayavigaranjanarau vva ii 440 ti ( 1988 ) 

[ ^ ^ 5T ^ ? i 

ii ««<» ii ( \%6c ) 

Yadi sarvatha na uaso’nalasya kim dyisyate na sa saksat i 
Parinamasuksmatato jaladavikaro’iijanaraja iva ti 440 || ( 1988 )] 

Trans. — 440 “ If there is no absolute extinction of light, 
why it is not seen before our eyes ? ” “ Because of the subtlety 
of fruition as in the case of a change in cloud or dust particle. 

( 1988 ) 

t3r?r, M 

m ^»airT¥r3^5!r%?KR: g i 

qr^qur- 

^ ii «vo n ( ) 

D. C. — Prabhdsa : — If there were no absolute extinction 
of fire, why is it not perceived before our eyes 'i 

Bhagavdn : — The vikdra of the light extinguished viz 
darkness-is not directly perceptible, because its 'parindrtia is 
very subtle in form. Changes in a black cloud at the time of 
dissolution of a cloud, are not perceived because of their very 
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subtle parindtna, and the pollen of a collyrium also blown away 
by wind is not directly perceived, because it is very minute. 
But in no way, it means that it does not exist. So, the 
vikdra of darkness in case of light is also nou-apprehensible, 
not because it is non-existent but because its parirMma is 
sukma. ll 440 ii ( 1988 ) 

Also, 

^ 51 V raw n»«ni(?V^) 

Houna indiyantaragajjha punarindiyantaraggahanam | 

Khandha enti na enti ya poggalaparinamaya citta ii441 ii (1989) 

Bhutvendriyaiitaragriiliyali [mtiariiulriysiiitaragrahanaui | 

Skandha yanti na yauti ca pudgalaparinaumta citra. Ii441u (1989)] 

Trans. — 441 ( Some ) objects apprehensible by ( one 
group of ) sense organs, are again apprehended by ( another 
group of ) sense-organs, while others are not apprehended 
( by another set of sense-organs ). Manifold is the nature of 
their fruitions. ( 1989 ) 

srf^H 
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iiror#?ir l 

gjF^fff^iir^nTTTO ^ i 

3R^ ^je^qRonirm rai iivv^ii 

D. O . — The manifold nature ol' pudgala-parinamas is 
explained by means of the following example. Substanees 
such as a sheet of gold, salt, ginger, h(trU<ikx ( yellow luy- 
robalans), cUrahwela, jaggery etc-nre first apprehended by sense- 
organs like eye etc, and then they undergo apprehension by 
means of other sense-organs such as that of toueli, taste etc, 
when accompaiued by different substances, fields, and times etc. 
A sheet of gold is first apprehended by eyes, but when passed 
through fire and mixed with aslies for purification, it is 
apprehended by the sense of touch as well. Afterwards wlien 
it is separated from it, again it becomes ap|)rohonsiblo l)y eyes. 
The same is the case with objects like salt, ginger, green 
vegetables, jaggery etc. They are also caksurgrdhgn at the 
first instance, but when mixed with ashes or otlier groups of 
medicines or when turned into liquid, powder or paste, they 
are perceived by tlie sense of toiicdi. P mlgtiUns like (;ampbor 
and musk although {)erceptiblo by eyes at first, undergo 
perception by the sense of smell when carried by wind to a 
long distance. 

On the. other hand, some when carried to a 

distance longer than nine yojanasf do not undergo perception 
by means of any sense-organ oi» account of tiieir suldle 
changes. In all these cases, variegated nature of the clianges 
of pudgalas, is the main cause. || 441 II ( 1989 ) 

Besides, 

t One Yojaria/siFoui Kosas or 9 miles (approxiiiuiLeJy ) 
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Egegendiyagajjha jaha vayavvadao tahaggeya i 

H6um cakkhuggajjha ghanindiyagajjhayamenti ii 442 il ( 1990 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Ekaikendriyagr&hya yatha v&yavyadaya8tath&’'gneyfth | 

Bhiitva cakisurgrahya ghranendriyagrahyat&in yaiiti ||442u (1990)] 

Trans . — 442 Just as ( the particles of ) wind etc, are 
perceptible by each single sense-organ ( one by one ), { those ) 
of fire also undergo perception by means of the sense of 
smell after being perceptible by eyes. ( 1990 ) 

mu;, btm- 

i3:?r, mu: i ?r«ir 

55^1 ?iT¥f 

?r ^ ifif ?i 5T3 
r%«9f?r5r^qmR ii ii ( ) 

I), C. — Wirui is peroeptiblo by the sense of touch, juice 
by that of taste alone, odour by that of smell alone, forni by 
that of eyes alone, and sound by that of ears alone. The 
particles t)f vdt/n, are tlms apprehended by one particular sense 
only. Still however, these 'pudgalas are apprehended by other 
sen.se-organs also when they undergo changes. 

In case of light, particles of flame are perceptible by eyes. 
When light is extinguislied, these particles change into dark- 
ness and are perceived by the sense of smell. Light, therefore, 
does not turn into nothingness, but its change into darkness 
is apprehended. II 442 II ( 1990 ) 



Vfdn] 


Qanadhnravfida 


•: 499 :• 


ST? ^ ?rfT i 

wwif qf^^Toit ii »8^ it 

Jaha divo nivvano parinamantaramio taha jivo I 

Bhannai parinivvano patto’nabahaparinamam n 443 ti ( 1991 ) 

’Tf^ftsrforj II II ilW ) 

Yatha d!po nirvfinah parinau»fintarauatast.atha jivah | 

Bbanyate parinirvanah prapto’nabadhaparinaiiiaiu ii443li (199 l)j 

Trans. — 443 Just as light changed into another form, is 
said to have attained nirvana { final extinction ) the Soul also, 
is said to have attained nirvana { final liberation ) when it 
has turned into a faultless form. ( 1991 ) 

STTHt 5TTH I 

II ^ II ( 

D. C . — Just us liglit is said to huvo utaiiied nirvdua whe>> 
it changes into darkness, the Soul is also said to have attained 
nirvana when it has changed into a form wliich is void of 
Karnut^ and which possesses absolutely a-murta characteristics 
of the form ami nature of the Soul. This stiows that nioksa 
is nothing but the pure eternal positive comlition of jimt when 
miseries etc are exterminated, 

Pruhhasa: — If mokaa is nothing bid the pure eternal 
positive condition of jiva^ at the removal of miseries etc, then, 
in absence of objects of pleasure like s'ahda etc, the free Soul 
will have no happiness, li 443 It ( 1991 ) 

Bhagavan replies:— 
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grRfT nr onmpnRrtfsft srfi gf^ i 
a^twTf got ii «»» ii (WVO 

Muttassa param sokkham nananabahao jaha munino | 
Taddhamma puna virahadavarana-”bahahennam ii 444 h (1992) 

[ ’If f T^T?rT5rra^ i%: l 

5?rflffT^^orT-ss«rmH^ni; ii ««v? ii ( ) 

Miiktasya param saukbyam jnananabadhato yatha muneh | 
Taddharma puDarvinihadavarana -’’bbadhahetunSm tl444|| (1992 )] 

Trans. — 444 Like a sage, the free soul ( enjoys ) perfect 
happiness by ( virtue of ) its ( high ) knowledge, in absence of 
( all ) obstructions. In absence of interruptions and obstructions, 
it ( enjoys ) ( all ) its qualities. ( 1992 ) 

I ** oTTOTMT^rf^ 3r?iT-3rfr~ 

I ?T^T I 

^ ” rfim- 

!T^SirRr- sq[I^T’45ri55; i^RJTT l ? I I I 

srrsrmlri^t ^ i 

^ »r^5iiTsqiTm^ 

^^fssqi^ffl^sq^ra 1 5r^*i:-f^i*rTf%%JT sr^T^^r sr^?irff^ 

iffJIflTT, ?T?Tf^5r^T5rT^fOifff^tfTt|,, I TO 

TTO^ II n I 

I gfsjT 
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ii ? ii 

II V»« 11 ( ^VK\) 

D. C. — Muktatma enjoys a perfect but natural happiness. 
When there is no avarana, it attains high cognizance and 
when there is absolute ahhdva of Karma, which is nothing 
but a cause of un-happiness, it is free from all sorts of 
miseries. So, like a sage, muktatnid enjoys the delight of high 
cognizance. It enjoys perfect happiness as it is free from the 
miseries of birth, old age, disease, death, separation from the 
beloved, absence of love, sorrow, hunger, thirst, cold, heat, 
desire, anger, pride, passion, hatred, anguish, wickedness, and 
eagerness etc. Lik the Sun, tJie free s<iul shines by its own lustre. 

ft has therefore been, said that— 

Sthitah sitansuvajjivah prakfitya bhavasuddhaya | 
Candrikavacca vijham tfidavaranamabhravat II I || 

With reference to the unobstructed happiness, it has also 
been said — 

Sa vyabadhabhiTvat sarvajiiatvacca hhavati parainasukhi | 
Vyabadhilhbavo’tra svacchasyajhasya paramasukham ||2||444(1992)] 

The opponent, then, asks and Hhayavan replies — 

ft <n^ It# rmuT ii»»Hii(U%^) 

Mutto karanabhavadannani kham va, nanu vlruddho’yam i 
Jamajivaya vi pavai etto cciya bhanai tannama ti 445 ii { 1 993 ) 

[ 5^: ^ i 

ii it ( 

Muktah kHranHhhavadajuatii khuruiva, nanu virudtlho’yam | 
Yadajtvatapi prapnotyetasniadeva bhanati tannama Ii445u (1993) j 
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Trans. — 445 “ A free ( soul ) is ignorant like the sky, in 
absence of senses. " “ This is really fallacious. Because, in 
that case, it would attain lifelessness as well. ” “ Let it 
( attain lifelessness. ) ” ( 1 993 ) 

tR[0T%— “ 5T 

I 5T f| i^T?1T5TR5ft5rr%SW^ 

^^moiT I 3r5rm 

q^sqrrq i ^5Rqi- 

^qrq qjcfTTqsrfq q qqt^q ii ii ( ) 

/), O. — Pra))hasa : — When a muktatma is free from sense- 
organs, it will be called ignorant like Cikma. 

Bhagavnii : — It is not so. The argument advanced by you, 
proves even a contrary ‘paryayu of soul. It will prove muktatma 
to be lifeless in absence of iiuiriyas. 

Prabhcisa’. — Well, what is w'rong if muktatma is taken as 
lifeless 'i II 445 II ( 1993 ) 

Bhayavan replies — 

^-sg^ Hf rasitf aft fi^^T I 

JT ^ 3ra?Rimoi f sftera ii ii 

Davva-’muttatta sahavajaio tassa duravivariyam i 

Nahi jaccantaragamanam juttam nabhaso vva jivattam Ii446ll(1994) 
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5r ft 11 11 (iVK^) 

Dravya’murtatvavat svabhavajatitastasya duraviparltain i 

Na hi jatyantaragamanain yuktaiu nabluina iva jivatvauiu446||(1994) | 

Trans . — 446 By virtue of its natural genesis like dravyatva 
and a-imrtaiva, it is far the most fallacious. Like life to sky, 
its transgression to the other genesis, is not proper. ( 1 994 ) 

ft ^ I 

3rR’T?5rt ^ 3^3 1 ? 

^sr^TRsrfft^^E^T: 1 ^^r^TT^rsfift: ? 

Rif 5:5??T-s^3r5r5rftft 1 

?T^ ^«IT ft; Jf 5^3 ? ^^?*T 

5ft?R3 1 |^^3— 5[5^R3, 3T33ft ^ <TR3 

^5r * 111 ^ ^ 1 Kk 

^^vjRV||5r srim:, srft ^5r»T[73rr3% 

sfftr^^goT 3rTrq?grt i^F?r^«TiqRft rl^’T H I ^ 

5T*f^i 5ft^rsnsrift»i'4ft 1 fr^irr^ 3 ^t 

q qqft, 

5^^qqiq;:mirq tqCrr^Tiqx^r^ftqqfTftft I 
3RTf-^^3r3, qft q^ 

5fTRr3, 3rr«rjj^3’^ ?ft, 53 qqsq^?! sr^^qq— qq^r- 

q^q^q =q ^Rorg^^q, q gq^qq Igqr 

g^i^qft qftqfqrqiqi^? ^qift-qft ^R^qsrfqft 
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w 5T^r sBTOfRi^l 

^«rTs%-f^r^fSTf^ >i;jT-^5rTir5rm:{ ^ 

I 5?|T’:q--5qTq5K5f?Tdstft#?^Tiirf 

5^^^ II ) II 

D. C, — Bhagavun'. — Your statement is absolutely fallaoious. 
Just as drayatvu and a~murtatva are the innate characteristics 
of a s<»ul, and just as that genesis of" yiwt never exists in any 
condition in a genesis having contrary characteristics like 
u-dravyaiva and (i-murtatva^ jlvatva, is also the innate and 
natural characteristic id jh'(i, and that genesis id jtva never 
exists in a genesis having opposite characteristics. Conse- 
quently, in the state id naiktntmh^j iva rloes never become a-jiva. 

.fust as a free soul never attains the condition of a-dra- 
vyatva an<l rnurtalva, it never reaclie.s a life-less state leaving 
aside its own innate living characteristics. For, if it leaves 
its own smbituvu, tlie sky and moleculos will also leave their 
innate characteristics and accept the unnatural tendency. 

Prahhasa: — If it is so, how do you explain your statement 
that nmktatmfji is a-jiva like Tikds'a, on account of the oJdidva 
of sense-organs. 

Bhagavan: — The stJitement was made by me t>uly to refute 
the opponent’s view. In doing so, the reason has already 
been explained, but this argument does not lead to prove 
muktiU'ind to be lifeless, as there is tto 2^^'<^tihan<lha for it. For, 
it jtvatva is established by tlie existence of vuh'iyas, it goes 
without saying that in absence of sence— organs, jivci will also 
be absent, as in the cases of fire and smoke, and Adoka and 
vrksatvn. Hut it does not happen actually. The sense-organs 
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are connected with body by the relation of part and whole, 
but they are not connected with Jiva because of its a -murtatva. 
It is not correct, therefore, to say that with the abhava of 
indriyas, there is abhava of jivatva in nmktdtmd. 

Prabhdsa-. — But, even in that case, how will you answer 
uiy contention that muktdtma is ignorant like sky in absence 
of sense-organs ? 

The reply is — 

3 3tf «frai ii aa\s it (tw) 

rtf If Af^tOT I 

f^ftta^t artfi ft ii n ( t W ) 

Muttaibhavac) novaladdhimantindiyaim kumbho vva i 
Uvalambhaddarani u taim jivo laduvaladdha ll 447 It ( 19'>>5 ) 

Taduvarame vi saranao tavvavare vi nuvalaniblmo i 
Indiyabhinno aya pancagavakkhovaladdlia va ii 448 ll ( 199() ) 

g mfk ii vvvs ii ( ) 

3n^T ii vv?<i ii ( 

Murtadibhavato nopalabdhimantindriyftni kuinbha iva | 
Upalambhadvar&ni tu taui jivast<lupalabdha li 447 II { 1996 ) 

Taduparaine’pi smaranastadvyapare’pi nopalambhut | 
ludriyabhinna atuja pancagavaksopalabdheva || 448 || ( 1996 ) | 

Trans . — 447-448 On account of their ( qualities like ) 
nuiriatva etc like ghaia, sense-organs do not attain apprehen- 
sion, but they are mere mediums of apprehension. Their 
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( real ) agent of apprehension is jlva. Because of ( its power 
of ) recollection, even when they cease to work and for want 
of apprehension even when they are working, the soul is 
distinguished from sense-organs like an observer from the 
five windows. ( 1995-1996 ) 

1 

ii »V's- 

II ( ) II 

D. C. — If the indriyas were the real agents of appre- 
hension, there would have been no perception when they 
ceased to work. But it does not happen so. On the other 
hand, when they worked, perception shoidd positively take 
place, hut due to the absent-uiindedness of the observer it does 
not happen so. The power of jf'iva is thus established from the 
positive as well as negative point of view. ||447-448|| (1995-1.996) 

Indicating that judna would not vanish with indriyas, but 
it is the very innate nature of jiva, the author states — 

Nanarahio na jivo sariivao’nu vva muttibhavenani i 

Jam tena viruddhamidam attlii ya so nanarahio ya ll449ii (1997) 

^ ^ )i II ( ) 

Jnanarahito na jivah svariipato’nuriva inurtibhavena | 

Yat tena viruddhamidamasti ca sa jninarahitasca Ii449u (1997) ] 

Trans. — 449 Like an atom, jlva as such is not void of 
cognizance, because of its corporeal nature. Hence, the state- 
ment that it is void of cognizance is incorrect. ( 1997 ) 
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3rf^^ ’^ra'y i€t 

f I 5T f| rrs^f^^^’T 

^ ft ^OT^T®r 1^ f 

^ li ««<^ ( ) II 

D. 0. — J list as an atom cannot exist without a finite form, 
j^va could also never exist without cognizance, as cognizance 
is the very nature of j^va. Since a corporeal body cannot 
exist without a finite form, your statement that nmktdtma is 
void of jriana, is absolutely incorrect, i) 449 11 ( 1997 ) 

Again there is a question and its reply~ 

dt ail I 

Kiha SO nanasariivo nanu paccakkhanubhuio niyae i 
Paradehammi vi gajjho sa pavitti-nivittilihgao ii 450 ii ( 1998 ) 

[ fT iTT^^q^qt ^5 msr^ i 

ijTIfJ ^ STlf%-Rff%f^tT^ II II ( ) 

Katham sa jhanasvarupo nanu pratyaksamibhutito nijake i 
Paradehe’pi grahyah sa pravritti-nivrittilihgat || 450 || ( 1998 )] 

Trans . — 450 “ How does it exist in the form of cog;jii- 
zance V ” “ By direct apprehension, it is cognizible in case of 
its own body, and in the capacity of engagement and retirement 
in case of another’s body.” ( 1998 ) 

3|Ht m I 

^ fft rrprr- 
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3r|gT--sf =^mhf 

5Tr^«rT^ %cr% i sre«^d 

I ?r«rr, *t ^^ 5 : qf^^sfq ijur? I i ^i- 

n vHo li ( ) ii 

D. C. — Prahhasa : — With wliat authority can you say that 
Jiv(t/ is jhunasvaru^id ? 

Bkityavan : — That jiva exists as cognizance in its. own 
body is seen by means of direct apprehension. Even when 
sense-organs cease to work, the object perceived by sense- 
organs, is recollected, while sometimes the object is not 
apprehended even when the sense-organs are working because 
of absent-mindednes-sometimes perception crops up in the 
mind due to the relaxation of their destruction at the time of 
explanation. 

In case of another’s body also, j\va is known to be 
jhanasvaru'pd <*n account of its inclination ( to the desirable 
objects ) and aversion ( from the undesirable ones ). Ii450ii(1998)] 

And, 

ft ^ h ii vst ii ( ? W ) 

Savvavaranavaganie so suddhayaro bhavejja suro vva t 
Tammayabhavabhavadannanittam na juttam se ii 451 ii ( 1999 ) 

*[ ^ ^ I 

^ II VH? 11 ( ) 

Surviivaranilpagame sa suddhataro bhavet sura iva » 

Tan may abba, vabhavadajiianitvam na yuktam tasya u451|| (1999) ] 

Trans. — 451 At the removal of all interruptions, that 
( muktatnia ) would be purer like the Sun. It is not, therefore, 
proper to attribute ignorance to it. ( 1999 ) 
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^STRWTqiT^ ^r»[«SR^T?5?I^: %h I 

^ornRTl^TVfRi^ 1^: ^ vmm, 

5?; 51 3^^, 3IT^T^^T5f(T% sr^^srit fT?I5r^T?3^«? ^?[TfTf^^ 

II VH? II ( ? W ) II 

D. C.-^Muktdlmd possesses tlie power of’ complete cogni- 
zance. A soul havino sense-oroans is cognizant but to a more t)r 
less extent on account of its dvararms l>eing removetl partially. 
Since all the dvaranas are removed in case of a muktatmd, it 
is completely cognizant. 

Just as the Sun becomes completely resplendent with 
lustre when all the dvaranns like clouds etc are removed, the 
fHuktdlnid is also oom|)letely resplemlent with the lustre of 
cognizance, when all mHiranus of vn.<lriyas have beoi removed. 
il 451 II ( 1999 ) 

^rwT i 

r%^r^Rqf^T 3 11 ii ( ^(ooo ) 

mrRf HfT^tr^TRT%»HFn3fr i 
M 5Td f 11 11 

Evam pagasamaio jivo chiddavabhasayattao i 
Kincimmettam bhasai chiddavaranapaivo vva ii 452 ii ( 2()0() ) 

Subahuyaram viyanai mutto savvappihanavigamao i 
Avaniyagharo vva naro vigayavaranappaivo vva ii 453 ii (200 1 ) 

[ !l^T5r5lT^ I 

II II ( 5^00 0 ) 
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5^: I 

£vaiu prak&Sau)ayo jtva^chidravabh&sakatvat | 

Kincinniatram bhasate cbidravaranapradfpa iva Il452|i ( 2000 ) ] 

Subahutaram vijanati ruuktah sarvapidhanavigaiuat | 
Apanitagriha iva naro vigatavaranapradipa iva li 453 ii (2001) ] 

Trans. — 452-453 The soul is thus lustrous. It shines 
only a little, like a lamp ( shining ) under a porous obstruction 
on account of its shining through holes. ( But ) like a person 
relieved from home or like a lamp shining without obstructions, 
the muktatnia perceives completely, when all its interruptions 
have been removed. ( 2000-2001 ) 

#irs^armor- 

f^»i?f?fTr^f5-f^rfTT5r^or!r^7 f ^ i ^ % 

jf^T5r^T% ^ giri^ 

•iri'JTT-siinirTf^ ii ii 

( ^ 000 -^ 00 ^ ) 

D. C. — Jiva is thus shown as lustrous with complete 
perception. In the niumlane life, jixut is obstructed by various 
(ivaratmti amt hence it will be able to perceive through the holes 
of indriyas to a certain extent like a lamp shining through a 
porous wall. 

But in the nmkta state, the free soul illumines everything 
perfectly with its pow'^er of cognizance like a • lamp shining 
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without any obstruction or like a man relieved of all house- 
hold worries. 

This proves, therefore, the assertion that a free soul enjoys 
perfect happiness by means of perfect perception, when all its 
obstructions have been removed, il 452-453 ii ( 2000-2001 ) ] 

Then doubting the existence of happiness to a free soul, 
the opponent argues — 

si ^ i 

airntri ^ ^ 5i n ii 

Punna-’punnakayaim jam suha-dukkhaim lena tannase i 
Tannasao rautlo nissiiha-dukkho jahagasam ii 454 ii ( 2002 ) 

Ahava nissuha-dukklio nabham va dehe’ndiyai bhavao | 
Adharo deho cciya jam suha-dukkhovaladdhinam ii455li (2005) 

[ 5^-f :% m I 

II II ( ) 

Punya-’punyHkfite yat sukha-duhkhe tona tanna.^e | 

Tannafed mukto nilisukha -dubkho yathakasam || 454 ii (:.:002) 

Athava nihsukh -dubkho nabba iva dehe-ndriyadyal)liavat | 
Adharo deha eva yat sukha-duhkhopalabdbinam ||455||(2003) ] 

Trans. — 454-455 Since happiness and misery are the 
products of punya and pcipa ( respectively ), the inukta ( soul ) 
will be free from punya and papa like akasa, because it 
vanishes with them. Or, since body ( itself ) is the means of 
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apprehension of happiness and misery, if is free from happiness 
and misery like the sky, in absence of body as well as sense- 
organs. ( 2002-2003 ) ” 

i^TriTi 

^ ^rnftf?5[qT¥fTq 1 

?r^qRR mf^ 11 ii 

( qooq-qoo^ ) 

D. C. — Prabhaad '. — Tliat, Imppiiiess is Ijorii of punya and 
misery of I'fis already been accepted by yon. Now, 

when punya and papa vanish, happiness and misery being 
their knryas, will naturally vanish. Hence, like; the sky 
mukUitnia will he free fnjin mklai-duhkht,. Or, it will be free 
from snklia (Inhklia in alisence of ileha ami iadriyas. 

Since deha. is an active meiins of apprehending sukhor- 
dukklia there will be no apprehension of sukha-duhkka in 
absence of delta. In absence of indriyas, there will be no 
cognizance. Consequently, a mnkta ( being ) can never experi- 
ence sukha-duhkha. II 4i)4-4o5 ii ( 2002-2003 ) 

Bhagavdn replies — 

goon^ ?B«ft^q3ir 'e® q qtq5=H i 

qtq^ ^ w? qgq^fhtaq #q iiaH^ii (sioov) 

Punnaphalam dukkham ciya kammodayao phalam va pavassa | 
Nanu pavaphaie vi samam paccakkhavirohia ceva ii 456 ll (2004) 

[ qrq^q I 

qfqqj^sf^ ii ii ( ) 
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Punyaphalam duhkhaiiieva karmodayabth phalaiiiiva papasya r 
Nanu p&paphale’pi samani pratyaksavirodhitft caiva. 045611(2004,)] 

Trans.~A% “ On account of ( the rise of ) Karma, the 
fruition of virtuous deeds is even distressful like the fruition 
of sins. The same is really the case with the fruition of 
sins also. ” And it is ( nothing but ) clear contradiction. (2004) 

^ff^W^rTT^Rl II II ( ^oo« ) 

2^. O. — Jihagavani — Tike 'pJialnn^ the ‘ituriya, 2 >/*'dfts 

like that of attaining ( sovereignty of the world) 

etc, are also distressful on aocoutit of their being produced 
by KarrriM. 

Prah'liasa : — The same could be said of pdpa—pJialas as well. 
The pdpa—phalas although known as distressful are in reality 
happy, on account of their being produced by Karma. 

Bhagavdyv , — Since you have not understood the real sense 
of sukha^duhkha, you have said so. But it is really contra 
dieting. II 436 || ( 2004 ) 

51^ dhw ! I 

^ g<i<ii<sa 1% ^ ii«H'sii(hooh) 

Jatto cciya paccakkham Somma! suham natthi dukkhainevcdani 
Tappadiyaravibhattam to punnaphalam ti dukkham ti ii457ii (2005) 

[ I JITRIT I 

6» 
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Yata eva pratyaksam Sauiiiya ! sukbam nasti duhkhamevedam i 
Tatpratikfiravibhaktam tatab punyapbalamiti dubkhamiti n457ii ] 

Trans . — 457 That which is directly perceived as happiness 
is not happiness, O Saumya f but it is only misery. It has 
been distinguished { from duhkha ) only as its resistance. 
The fruition of virtuous deeds is, therefore, ( nothing but ) 
duhkha.\{ 2005 ) 

limfk 

fra I 

^^rra:, 'TraT^’Jfq^T-sq^qTIT^'Tft^TraW?!,; 

fSTTm ^^5^^ I 

: ?r II ? ii 

5fTf^«iiTra»ra5ira tqirra ii ^ ii 

ItFt; ^ ? 

«r? ^ ii ^ ii 

ft5£i ^ ^fm^-^T’s^srra i 

3i^?ctf^ira^t I iit;ii 
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g^rf^iTR:, So^iwrf^ ^ 

li V^vs II ( ^oo<^ ) 

D. (7.— J5/ta^ai;an:— Pleasure afR)rded by objects like 
garlands, sandal-wood, and woman etc is, in reality, nothing 
but misery in this world. This sukha has been distinguished 
from duhkha ( in the form ) of passions generated from the 
eagerness to enjoy sexual pleasures with woman etc. Only 
ignorant people call it happiness. 

But really speaking, such sorts of happiness are only 
temporarily pleasant like the scratching of herpes. 

While, putting to the gallows, aching in the stomach, 
headache, and the fetters of imprisoiDuent etc, are known 
as miseries. 

Prabhdsa: — It is evidently contradictory to say that, sukha 
of the enjoyment with woman etc. and of the attainment of 
the sovereignty etc. are duhkha. 

Bhagavdn: — It is not contradictory to say so. It is perceived 
as siikha only to those who are disillusioned by ignorance. 
There will be establishment of gukiM similar to the scratching 
of herpes or enjoying the forbidden food even in misery as 
they act as resistance against the distress of passions produced 
by eagerness to attain pleasure. 

So, it has been said — 

Nagnah preta iv&vistah kvanantimupgrihya tarn | 
Gadhayasitasarvafigah sa sukhi ramatc kila It 1 ll 

Autsukyamatramavasadayati pratistte kli^nati labdha 

paripalanavrittireva | 

NfttiSram&pagamanaya yatha Sramaya rajyam svahastagata 

dandamivatapatram u 2 || 
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Bhuktah ^riyah sakalakainadudhUstatah kirn samprinitah 

pranayinah svadhanaistatah kim ? | 
Dattam padani Sirasi vidvisatani tatah kim kalpam sthitam 

tanubhrltam tanubhistatah kim ? II 8 li 

Ittham na kincidapi sadhana-sadhyajatam svapnendrajala- 

sadriSam paramarthasunyam i 

Atyantanirvritikaram yadapetabadham tad Brahma vanchata janah | 

yadi cetanasti It 4 || 

The imnya phalas awarding the attainment of visaya 
sukhus are thus proved as nothing but dulikhamaya in reality. 

II 457 11 ( 2005 ) 

H !T » «h<s ii 

Visayasuham dukkham ciya dukkhapadiyarao tigiccha vva i 
Tam suhamuvayarao na iivayaro vina taccam H 458 ii ( 2006 ) 

f^?IT II II ( ) 

Visiyasukham duhkhameva duhkhpratikaratascikitseva | 

Tat sukhamupacarad nopacaro vina tathyam || 458 || ( 2006 ) ] 

Trans. — 458 The sensuous pleasure is distressful like 
medicine on account of its being a resistance against distress. 
It is ( known as ) happiness by ( virtue of ) usage ( only ). 
And there is no usage without fact. ( 2006 ) 

li W ii ( ) 

D. C. — Since visaya stikh-a is after all a resistance against 
d'uhkha, it is nothing but duhkha. For the removal of diseases 
like leprosy, boil, or piles, just as a dose of decoction and 
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cutting off or burning some rotten part, are considered as pleasant 
inspite of their causing pain, the vimya snkhas are also con- 
sidered as duhkhamaya inspite of their affording pleasure. 

The vimya sukha is known as sukha by means of upacdra 
only. This upacdt'a is not reality but its existence is based 
on real objects. Without the existence of a real lion, the 
attribute of lion could never be given to rthdryxvaka. 11458 ii (2006) 



iian^u (^loovs) 

Tamha’ jam muttasuham tam taccam dukkhasamkhae’vassam i 
Munino’nabahassa va nippadiyarappasuio il 459 ii ( 2007 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Tasmad yad muktasukham tat tathyam duhkhasamksaye’vaSyatu i 
Muneranabhadhasyeva nispralikaraprasuteh u 459 II ( 2007 ) ] 

Trans. — 459 Hence, at the removal of ( all ) miseries, 
happiness of a free ( soul ) being produced unresisted and 
unobstructed like a sage, is undoubtedly a real ( happiness ) 

( 2007 ) 

I 

2 1 l ? i 

i ^ 2 1 I mmfH 

II \ II 
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II W II ( ^o<>« ) 

D. C . — Happiness enjoyed by a muhta being is real, and 
is not based upon upacara because it is naturally generated 
without any resistance. Like that of a learned sage, having 
no obstacle in his way, this aukha is free from all sorts of 
miseries found in the mundane world. 

It has been said, therefore, that, 

Niijitamada-madanangm vak-kaya-manovikftrarahitansm i 
VinivTittapar&San&mihaiva moksah suvihitanam ii 459 ii (2007)] 

Also, 


II 8^0 II (^ooc) 

af <n# ^ i 

HV55 II w H 


Jaha va nananiao’yam jivo nanovaghai cavaranam i 
Karanamanuggahakarim savvavaranakkhae suddhi ii460ll (2008) 

Taha sokkhamao jivo pavam tassovaghaiyam neyam i 
Punnamanuggahakarim sokkham savvakkhae sayalam ||46 1 ii(2009) 

ii n ( ) 

’Tl’T I 

II II ( ) 

Yatha. va jiianamayo’yam jivo, jnanopaghati cavaranam i 
Karanamanugrahakari sarvavaranaki^ye ^uddhih || 460 || (2008) 

Tatha saukhyamayo jivah papam tasyopaghatikam jneyam | 
Punyamanugrahakari saukhyam sarvaksaye sakalam ||46lii 2009)] 
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Trans. — 460-461 Or, just as since this soul is full of 
knowledge, ( any sort of ) interruption is an obstacle to ( the 
apprehension of ) knowledge, sense-organs are helpful ( to it ) 
( and just as ), at the destruction of all interruptions, ( there is ) 
pure ( cognizance ), the soul is full of happiness. Sinful deed is 
( its ) obstruction, a virtuous deed is ( the ) helpful ( element ) 
and at the destruction of all deeds, there is perfect ( appre- 
hension of ) happiness. ( 2008-2009 ) 

i sif 

5r^T»TTf-^«iT 

D. C. — The soul is full of infinite knowledge of which 
Mati-jhdna etc are the obstructions, and sense-organs are the 
supporting agents like the holes in a cluster of clouds 
covering the sun-shine. When all the obstructions are removed, 
there is absolute apprehension of pure cognizance. 

Similarly, the soul possesses infinite happiness of which 
pdpa 'is the obstructive element, and^.)Mnya the helping element. 
When all sorts of pap<x and punya are removed, the muktairnd 
attains perfect happiness which has neither obstructions nor 
upaedras. li 460-461 ll ( 2008-2009 ) 

Or, 

m T%g[^rf ^vrf i 

qrwf m r% ll II 
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Jaha va kammakkhayao so siddhattaiparinaim labhai I 
Taha samsaraiyam pavai tatto cciya stiham ti n 462 ii ( 1020 ) 

[ fT ^ i 

tr«n 5n^i% ii ii ( ) 

Yatha Va karuiak.^yatah sa siddhatvadiparinatiiii labhate i 
Tatha samsaratitaui prapnoti tata eva sukhamiti || 462 ii (2010)] 

Trans. — 462 Just as it attains the form of siddhaiva etc, 
on account of the destruction of Karma, it attains the celestial 
happiness also, due to the same reason. ( 2010 ) 

^ET^oiTWRT^ 5R1^ 

D. C. — Just as a nmkfdtmd attains siddliMva etc when it 
is free fn)in the bondages of Karma, it attains celestial 
happiness also due to the same reason. So, your argument 
that since nmktdtmd is free from 2 *dp*^~punya, it has no 
snkha-duhkha also like sky, proves itself absolutely unfounded. 
II 462 II ( 2010 ) 

Now, in lu'.pli/ to the argument tliat ‘‘ deha is the only 
agent of perceiving sukha-duhkha, the author states — 

eraf-sera gf sraft %oi i 

Saya’-sayam dukkham tavvirahanimi ya suham jao tenam i 
Dehin-diesu dukkham sokkham dehin-diyabhave. || 463 ii (201 1) 
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II 11 ( Ro?? ) 

S&ta-’sataiu duhkhaui tadvirahe ca sukhani yatastena i 
Dehe-ndriyesu duhkhatu saukhyam dehe-ndriyabhavo Ii463ll(20ll)] 

Trans. — 463 Results of sinful and virtuous deeds are 
only distressful. And since happiness is ( attained ) in their 
absence, ( there is ) misery ( in case of ) body and sense organs 
existing, { and ) ( there is ) happiness in absence of body and 
sense-organs. (2011) 

^ m 

^ I ^ ^ i ^ 

II II ( ) 

D. C . — It has already been [)r()ved that even jranya-plMins 
are duhMuimaya in this mundane world. And jmjta pimlas 
are undoubtedly duhkhamaya. This shows that everything in 
this world is full of misery. This sort of duhkha can never 
affect muktdtmds. 

Muktdtnid being free from such duhkhas, enjoys perfect atid 
infinite happiness showing there-fjy that duhkha exists only 
where deha and indriyas exist; and real sukha is always found in 
a siddha being who is free from deMi and indriyas. ||463|| (201 1) 

Or, 

^ ?T n <T|g i 

rafeif (I a^8 it ( Ron ) 


66 
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Jo va dehin-diyajam suhamicchai tam paducca doso’yam i 
Samsaraiyamidam dhammantarameva siddhisiiham ll464ll (2012) 

II II ( ) 

Yo v& dehe- ndriyajam sukhamicchati tam pratltya doso’yam i 
SamsSr&titamidam dharmantarameva siddhisukham U464II (2012)] 

Trans . — 464 Or, according to one who believes in the 
happiness (afforded) by body and sense alone, this (may involve) 
a difficulty. But this celestial happiness is far above the mundane 
world and has ( perfectly ) different characteristics. ( 2012 ) 

sT 

1). C — According to one who is disillusioned by the 
infatuation of this mundane world and its sensuous pleasures, 
tJie happiness of deha and indriyas, would bo the only happiness 
and there would be nothing like moksa-sukha in his view-point. 
He would, therefore, find fault with our belief by saying 
that muktdtmd can never experience sukha as it has no deha 
and indriyas. 

But those like us who recognize the existence of muktdtmd 
and its uncomparable infinite happiness, understand that 
moksa-sukha being samsdratita^ has absolutely different chara- 
cteristics and hence, there is no dom. || 464 I) ( 2012 ) 

Here again, there is a question and its reply — 

^ ^ ^ ft »t| Hjoif-on^3 ft vtftq I 
oijoi ft ^ ft oft 
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Kaha nanu meyam ti mai nana-’nabahau tti nanu bhaniyam i. 
Tadaniccam nanam pi ya ceyanadhammo tti rago vva ii465i» (2013) 

^ # xm ii ii 

Katham nanu uieyamiti matirjiiana-’nabadbatu iti nanu bhanitaiu i 
Tad&nityaui jii^nainapi ca cetanadharma iti raga iva || 465 || (2018) ] 

Trans. — 465 ( The question may be that ). “ How could 
it really be taken like that ? (The reply is)-“ It has already been 
said that { it is so ) on account of the uninterrupted cognizance. ” 
Then, eyen cognizance being a quality of consciousness, it will 
be a-nitya like affection. ( 2013 ) 

5if^: 

^rfq g 

srgHHq ifq 

qf| qM-soii- 

fff^ ^ ^rf&rq fh jn»Tgqrqq[-%3:^q 

qiH ^T^qfqfqtqi^, 5rqq%% i ^q^fq q^: m- 

q&sn?;, 

II II ( ) 

D. O. — Prat)hdsa : — With what pramdtict or amimdna do 
you establish the existence of the above-mentioned mokiMimkha t 

Bhagavdn: — The anumdna has already been stated that, 
like a sage, muJctdtmd enjoys perfect happiness by virtue of 
its uninterrupted cognizance. 

PrcHjhdsa : — In that case, as happiness and cognizance on, 
the part of free soul are cetana-dharmas, they would be 
a-nitya like ruga. || 465 II ( 2013 ) 

There is another inference also— 
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wi 5nw?wii-ssm5^,K«iwNi i 

Kayagaibhavao va navarana”bahakaranabhava « 
Uppaya-tthii-bharigassahavao va na doso’yam II 466 ii ( 2014 ) 

[ ^TT ^rr^orr-sssrmqRT^oTT^n^ i 

^ qr ti ii (^o?») 

Kfitakadibhavato va navarana”bhadhakaranabhavat t 
Utpada-sthiti-bhangasvabhavato va na doso’yaui 1146611 (2014)] 

Trans. — 466 “ Or, is it a-nitya because of ( its ) being 
factitious etc ? ” It is not so, as there is no cause for ( the 
production of ) obstacles and interruptions. Or, this fault ( of 
a-nityata ) does not arise ( at all ) on account of its nature of 
being susceptible to production, retention and destruction. ” (2014) 

** ?TT5r^2trqtf^ ” ^ I f?r: ? I =^Rr- 

^ ^ ?r nr^^in-ss^TTOTOKNJ, 

U^^ ^S'cqf^i^qT 

I ** 

i5Tf?d^ I 3: 1 qqf, 

q^qif^, 3rf^^qT-ss^fW,RqTtfjf%;i q q 
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5%; q^gwr ^ qqfq^q^iqT g ^ qr f ^ 

wq?^ qf^qi^^^qrqs^q^ i ^ %^m«q^, 

^ ??«IlITrqTSS^!J-q^t%q^q 

^^Jlfq TW3~rqK“q?R^qi5qG:3qqqTq; fq^i^ 

^TR^fq qiqfkq^rqRi^ qiq qs[f^qRTqf%^«rt ^ 

ifq II II ( ) 

D. C, — Prid>hdsa'. — Jndna and sukhu of a siddka being, 
are u-nitya firstly because they are produced by moans of the 
painful observance of penances etc, and secondly, because they 
are susceptible to production like ghata. 

Bhagavdn: — Your argument is absolutely unfounded. 
O Prahhdsn ! JhCina and sukha of a muktatmd vvoidd bo <tr-nitya 
only if they vanished. By means of jiiannvaranas, jiumn 
would be oljscured and hence destroyed and with the rise of 
sinful deeds, sukha would vanish. Both these obstructions 
jndndvaranas arid pa^Jd-karmas are bound by the hctus of 
mithydtva etc, muktdtmd Ijeing free Irom such hetus it is free 
from jfidndvaranas and jJtq^a-karmas also. Consequently, its 
jiidna and sukha do not meet destruction and hence they are 
never called a-nitya. 

Secomlly, all the qualities of cetana are not a-nitya. 
Dravyatva and a-inurtatva are nilya. Therefore, tlie argument 
that jhana and sukha are a-uitya because they happen to be 
cetana— dharmas , is anckdntika Similarly, the hetu <d kritakatva 
etc is also anekdntika. Indestructiblity of ghata is a-siddha 
inspite of its being kritaka. This hetu is a-suldha also, because 
jndna and sukha of ;» siddha being are natural. Since there is 
no reason for the existence of dvaranas mifl hddhas, that which 
is in obscurity becomes manifest Thus, they are not factitious 
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like yhata etc, nor are they produced like lightning etc. The 
moonlight and sun-shine obscured by clouds are not said to 
have been produced when the obstruction of the clouds has 
been removed. They are only said to have been manifested 
in a particular way. 

Still however, jitdna and sukha of a muktdtmd could easily 
be considered as a-nitya by virtue of their being kiHtaka. 
Because, at every time when jiieya vanishes, jhdna is also 
vanishing and sukha also comes into existence in various forms 
at various times. So, there is no difficulty in taking both of 
them to be a-nitya to a certain extent as all objects like soul, 
sky, ghata, and pata etc are susceptible to utpdcia, vyaya and 
dhrauvya after all. u 466 W ( 2014 ) 

Establishing the existence of mokm and niokm-stikha by 
the help of Veda-vacanas, the author proceeds — 

^ ^ fr ^ iiv^vsn(Ron) 

Na ha vai sasarirassa ppiya’-ppiyavahatirevamadi va jam i 
Tadamokkhe nasammi va sokkliabhavammi va na juttam ii467ii 

m H 5^^ II II ( ) 

Na ha vai sa-Sarirasya priya-’priyapahatirevamadi vil yat | 
Tadamokse mhe va saiikhyabhave va na yuktam ||467ll (2015)] 

Trans. — 467 ( The sentence of Vedas that ) “ One having 
body has no likes and dislikes etc ” would become worthless 
in ( case of ) accepting the negation or destruction of moksa 
and absence of ( absolute ) happiness. ( 2015 ) 
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I 31^^ ^ ^Tf^?r 57Kt ^ 

ffg mm II y^vs II ( ) 

D. 0. — The sentences of Vedas such as “ Na ha vai 
sa-sartrasya priyd' 2>riyay(y-ra2)ah<Uir(tsfi ” an<l “ AkiHram vd 
vasantam i^riyd' 2>'>'%ye na s^tris'atah ” etc w*)ulti prove themselves 
futile if the existence of nwkm, jlva and mokm-sukha were 
denied. Because, the existence of niOifcsa-separating jiva and 
Karma from each other-existence of pure soul in the mukta 
state and the attainment of perfect and infinite happiness by 
a mukta being, have already been established by the Veda-jmdas. 

11 467 II ( 201.5 ) 

The opponent then asks — 

51^ sittfut g I 

aif sr ^et ?ii v^cii(^o?0 

Nattho a-sariro cciya suha-dukkhaim piya’-ppiyaim ca | 

Taim na phusanti nattham phudamtisarirani ti ko doso ? ii468ii(2() 1 6) 

^ ^ ? II II 

Nasto’sarira eva sukba-duhkha priya’priye ca | 

Te na spyisato nastam sphutamasariramiti ko dosah ? ii468||(20 16) 

Trans. — 468 One who is dead, is bodiless. Happiness and 
misery, likes and dislikes do not touch him. ( Then ) what 
harm is there in taking a bodiless person to have been 
distinctly destroyed ? (2016) 

qg.* qg fgqr- 
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q^srm ^ 

II II ( ) 

D. C. — Prcjthhdsa : — Since a bodiless person is absolutely 
perished, it is not-existont like kliara-s rnga. It is, therefore, 
clear that sueh bodiless persons arc not affected by happiness 
or misery and likes or dislikes. Consequently, there would 
be no harm in accepting the absolute destruction of a soul 
which has attained mohux. li 468 || ( 2016) 

In reply to ' Bhttgiwan explains the real interpretation 
of the Vcda~ 2 Hidiis such as “ Na ha vai ” etc and proceeds. 

^ ^ 3[toim fiTFI ^ goig | 

sivpjft f nsft rsii ii ii(s(o?'s) 

srfJtuf^ ?r sRrf^H ^ i 

5T ii »'»'> u 

Veyavayana ya attham na sutthu janasi imana tam sunasu | 
Asariravvavaeso adhano vva sao nisehao ii 469 ii ( 2017 ) 

Nanisehao ya annammi tavvihe ceva paccao jena i 
Tenasariraggahane jiitto jivo na kharasirigam ii 470 ii ( 201(S ) 

ii ii ( ^o?\s ) 

=1 II VV9® II ( ) 

Veda-padanaiu carthain na susthu janasyes&m tain Srunu | 
A^iariravyapade^o’dhana iva sato nisedhat ii 469 ii (2017 )] 

Nannisedhata^cfinyasuiinstadvidha eva pratyayo yeiia | 
Tena^ariragrahane yukto jivo na kharasrngam 11.470 ii ( 2018 ) ] 
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Trans. — 469-470 You do not properly understand the 
( real ) meaning of those sentences of Vedas. It is this. Hear 
please.- Like ‘ a-dhana, ’ the word a-sarira is meant to denote 
the negation of an existent object. By ( means of ) negation 
due to ' na\ ( its ) existence would be found in another of 
the same type. In understanding the word ‘ a-sarlra it is 
better, therefore, to accept ( the existence of ) jiva and not 
( its non-existence like ) kharasrnga. ( 2017-2018 ) 

^ 51 5T f 'ifH 5«T5r- 

# I ^ I ' ‘ ^ ft^iRT^rTT^ 

5ITfirT, 51 

3ft# m^TT-SR# ^ 

I 5ft^: 

irq sftq^q 

^ i I f ? |RTf-f5{q^T?i^ 1 %% qt q^q 

R#q: q^q ^qq q:q fq#tqq, q Rqq:, qqrsqq fr%, m m 
1^ ^q^q qqfqqqt fqqtqft, q Rqq: ^mqrq^q i 

3n5-qfq?ift Jffftt q^rftq fqqqi^jqq^Tq 5ftq qq q:q q^ftqft ? 
qfqft^aft q iRif# ** sqr^Tqt ^trqqfqqq: qiqrq- 
if^qr qsn fqqqt qf^q^HRq^qi^ qRqqqr^ ^^qi^ 
fR^fsq qq qjftRf^q^qqqiq qqRqt fq|q:, qqi 

** q qirtsqrgrq: qi^qqfjj: ^jRqif^^q q^qft, q 
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1 ^ %?r ?RHorT^ 

qffs^f^^rr^qfEJT^gfR-^ 

^R«nri^ ^ 

^ a 1 ii 

V^VV'SO II ( ^o?VS-^o?^ ) 

D, C . — Bhagavdn: — O Frcibhma ! Really you do not 
understand the proper meaning of the sentencres such as “ Na 
ha vai ” etc. In this sentence, the particle * na ’ denotes 
negation and the particles ‘ ha ’ and ‘ vai ’ are used in the 
ablative sense. “ Sa-s'arirmya ” means to a soul having a 
body and “ jjriyd-priyayorajtahatirasti ” denotes the destruc- 
tion of happiness and misery. The whole sentence will be 
interpreted as follows: — 

J%va being possessed of a body, has no ahhciva of sukha- 
duhkha. In the same way, Jiva existing in a bodiless state of 
moksa, never undergoes sukha-dvJiklui i. e. As long as soul is 
encompassed in a body, it has to undergo sukha-duhkha, but 
as the bodiless mulctdtmd is free from Aama-good or bad-it 
is ixever affected by mkha-duhkha. 

In the word “ a-s'artra ” here, there is a negation of the 
body and not of the soul. In the expression ‘‘ Adhano Deva- 
dattah the riches are denied to the vidyamdna Devadatta 
and not to an a vidhamdna kharas'rhga. Similarly, here also 
the existence of soul is not denied, but only that of body is 
denied. That which is denied must belong to an existent 
source and not to a non-existent source. 

Prabhdsa : — How could it be believed that that which is 
denied at one place must be found at another ? 
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Bltagavdn: [ist as by the word " na~hrdhmana " a non^ 
brahmia like a kmtriya or a vais'ya is understood, but the 
absolute ahhnva of hrdhmann as a whole, is not meant. So also, 
the expression “ a-s'ar\ra ” signifies a bodiless tmikta Jtva of 
the type of mukta jiva having body, but that does not absolu- 
tely deny the existence of soul. There is resemblance in both 
owing to the common property of upacCira. 

Moreover, “ s'arira ’’ does not come in the way of 
resemblance. As body is mixed with soul like milk and water, 
it is one ;tnd the same as soul. Thus, by the denial of the 
particle ‘ 7ia ’, the same soul is apprehended at another place 
but the'' existence of soul is never denied thereby. So, the 
word ' (t-s'ai’h'a ' denotes nothing but jtva which is vidya- 
mdna like DevadaUa, and not a-vidyamdtia like khaixis' rhga. 
II 469-470 H ( 2017-2018 ) 

The expression “ Vd vasantam ” is now explained: — 

if f m n I 

Jam va vasantam santam tamaha vasddati sadeham pi i 
Na phiisejja viyarayam joginamitthe-yaravisesa ii47Ili (2019) 

[ ?rT I 

Yad v& vasantam santam tamaha vasabdato sadehamapi i 
Na sprseyur vitaragam yoginamiste-taravi^eK^h II 471 II ( 2019 )| 

Trans. — 471 Happiness and misery do not affect him who 
is existing in a free state and also by the word ' m ’ ( they 
do not affect ) a dispassionate ascetic having a body. ( 2019 ) 

I ? I 
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I % ^ I W^^IW 

D. G.— A bodiless mukta being is not affected by the 
sukha-duhkha hhedas. The word ‘ va ’ includes dispassionate 
ascetics having bodies. U 471 il ( 2019 ) 

Also, 

ra i 

pfns^ 1% ^ d4 iiv'ssiii (^o^o) 

Vava Iti va nivao vasaddattho bhavantamiha santam i 
Bujjha’va tti va santam nanaivisittliamabavaha li 472 (i ( 2020 ) 

[ ^T%i% i 

WT H yvs’J^ll (Ro^o) 

Vaveti va niputo va^abdartho bhavantamiha santam | 
Budhyasva’veti va santam jhanadivisistamathava’tha (147211(2020)] 

Trans,— M2 Or, " vava ” is a particle meaning " Or ”, and 
‘ santam ’ means a soul existing ( in the mukta state ). Or, 
take ' ava ’ as a particle and ^ santam ’ meaning ( a soul ) 
characterised by ( the qualities of ) knowledge, etc. ( 2020 ) 

fT ^ ^ ^ f^Tm.% ^ ^ 

I 5^1 

^ ^ ^ \ 

I srfq i 

I f I f% HR 
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sBr^ =1 il «vs^ ii 

( ) 

D. a-The expression ‘‘ t'a vasankttn could be dissolved 
as rava santam, the particle vava meaning ‘‘ or ” and santam 
meaning a bodiless jhKt existing in the moksa state. The 
word vdva here will signify that sukha-duhkha do not touch 
not only a bodiless jtva existing in a moksa state, but also 
the dispassionate ascetics having bodies. 

Or, the ex{)ression could be dissolved as vd am santam 
also. -Tile prefix ava has nineteen different meanings such as 
to protect, to go, to love etc. Since a root signifying motion 
signifies knowledge also, a lx)diless soul existing in the mukta 
state and characterized by the qualities of cognizajice etc, is 
not affected by sukJui-duhkha. Here also, the word ‘ vd ’ 
brinj^s in the dispassionate sa-delii ascetic. il 472 || ( 2020 ) 

The opponent asks — 

^ fif ^ I 

Na vasantam a-vasantam ti va niai nasariragahanad | 
Phusanavisesanam pi ya jaci mayam santavisayam ti ii473ii (2021) 

II II ( ) 

Na vasantamavasantamiti va matirna^ariragrahauat i 
Sparsanavisesanamapi ca yato matam sadvisayamiii ii473ii(2021)] 

Trans.~473 Or, it may be dissolved as “ na vasantam 
iti avasantam " meaning thereby ‘ not existing ( anywhere ). ' 
( But ) it is not proper. { Since ) jlva is understood from 
‘ a-sanra. ’ Moreover, the adjective ‘ sparsand ’ is also 
accepted with regard to existent objects ( only ). ( 2021 ) 
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^:, 3r*r^WT^ ^ ^ri ft^T-sfsr^ 

I ^ I f ^: ? f?£nf-3njd5^!iiaTT^ i 

** ^ ^ ” ft2i5r ^9^^^ 

sftit in=^^, |?^^S5ri5RIT%q5^T^^R ^ ^ 

3RRlfnrf»»rT^ 5^ 3ftf%ii I ft;3?, < fsr^i-sm^ ^ ^ 

i fr^irfNrssj^q sftqi^ntt ftt^j ?r[t^ 

^T“SfR^ ^ f% ^^qoRJT^ I JT ^ q?«^Tp 

?r i ^ 5Ti^TR%q5qn?qrH 

^ I ^ srtsrqjmuRrfl^f^^n- 

f q^r^qr^^q- 

II vvs^ II ( RoR\ ) 

D. Q. — Prahhascf . — If you can dissolve the expression as 
done above, I can also dissolve the expression at iny will and 
pull the meaning in my favour. This, in no way, leads to 
establish the existence of motet. F«)r, by dissolving “ a-s'arh'cim 
vd vasantam ’ as ‘ a-s'ariram vd a-vasantam ’ I can interpret 
it as a bodiless ( soul ) not existing at any place, and thus 
prove jiva to be absent from nmktdvasthd, proving thereby the 
the negation of mokm as well as j\va. 

Bhagavan:—Y o\xv interpretation does not fit in properly. 
By interpreting ‘ a-s'ar\r\ ’ as one having no body, vidyamanatd 
of jiva in the muhtdvastkd is clearly understood. It is not 
proper, therefore, to interpret it in another way by prefixing “a”. 

Secondly, in the sentence “ Stikha-duhkhe na sjyris'atcih '* 
sizars' and becomes the adjective of ‘ as'ar\ra \ If ‘ as'arira ’ 
were meant to denote the negation of soul, the adjective 
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would have lost its sense as found in the case of assertions 
like “ Suhha-duhkha do not affect the vandhydputruj' The 
adjective, therefore, is befitting ‘ m'artra ’ only if it means 
“ mukki-jivu Your interpreting the expression by dissolving 
it as ‘ v<t a-vascmtam ’ is thus useless, while our interpretation 
is perfectly proper. This proves the existence of mokm which 
separates jiva and kartnema s'artni and that of muMci~jiva 
also. If the existence of jtva were denied, Veda-vaGanas 
would prove worthless as shown above. tl 473 II ( 2021 ) 

The opponent said — 

ft ^31 g# I 

u ^ ftjf-sftnnf 

sn'iitswi^wnaii ^ grdft i 

ftproftra wt ^ ? tiS'sHii 

Evam pi hojja mutto nissuha-dukkbattanam tu tadavattham i 
Tam no piya-’ppiyaim jamha punne-yarakayaim ii 474 ii ( 2022 ) 
Nana’bahattanao na phusanti vlyaraya-dosassa i 
Tasya ppiyamappiyam va mutlasuham ko pasarigo’ttha ? Il475ii 

^ II vvsv II 

■ ^ mi iiwii 

Evamapi bhaved rnukto nihsukha-duhkhatvam tu tadavastham | 
Tad no priya’-priye yasmat punye-tarakrite II 474 U ( 2022 ) j 
Jhana’nfibfidhatvato na spfisato vitaraga-dvesasya i 
Tasya priyamapriyaui va muktasukham kah prasahgo’tra ? ii475|l 

Trans. — 474-475. Such being a mukta soul, it will have 
no happiness and misery. ( But ) it is not ( so ), as likes and 
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dislikes are produced from sinful or virtuous deeds. Moreover, 
likes and dislikes cannot affect a dispassionate ( person ) owing 
to his ( high ) knowledge and irresistability. He enjoys natural 
and perfect happiness. So, what is the sense in asserting the 
negation of happiness ? ( 2022-2023 ) 

?r«rT ^ 

3Rrflt ^ I ?t, 

wm-siR^ 

i^TRR ^ |r3=?r(nTSTT^T I ^ 

5[S5^^ I f^: ^ ^rinrc^if^ ^Rr^ ^-m- 

R^*?^ S I ’it oTTOTT-soiTSTIf^lt 

5151 5t?ITf5^T STT^f^ 5ftfri:R-5’I^^ 

StFir^ ^ ^ =^Tf5r4 ?r ’TT'nTR^ 

mm 3r^^5iR^^^ mmm- 

R’ssTcfT^R^'I^^Tii;, R^TJItqi^, 3RT%Timt^Rr% I 

m ** ^ ** si^'tt mi-sml 

#S5r I^TRR 3^5?^!^TT'75I^W** S”^- 

’n'i5rR^?iT~sf5r??qt^jir% i ^ 5 1 

^w*f iTfjT^i’^’qFi ^ mjf si’ff^'^t f^^T-sfjrq ^ 

sjqraqrfg 

5 I 
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i%0T2sr.srmf^^ I ^^^ sj^ira^^ li »vs«-«v&H ii 

( ) 

D. C.-^Pnibhdsa : — I grant the existence of muktatmd^ 
mokm, and soul as such. But according to the Vedu-vacancts 
that siddha beings are free from happiness and misery, likes 
and dislikes will not affect the btxiileas soul; consequently, a 
muktdtmd will have no experience of happiness. 

Bhdgavdn: — Priya and a-2^riya and hence sukha and duhkha 
are produced by punya—pd^xis from which niuktdtnicl is free. 
But this in tio way, means that muktdtmd has no scope for 
the experience of happiness. Since muktdtmd is highly 
cognizant and perfectly irresistible owing to its being free from 
raga-dvesitf it enjoys the highest ami most natural happiness 
which never vanishes. 

Or, It is no use discussing about the negation of hapjiiness 
to a mukia being, by saying that likes and dislikes do not 
affect the bodiless. Muktdtmd will thus have no experience of 
the mundane suJcha-duhkha, because it is always free from likes 
and dislikes. Thus, the sentences of Vedm such as Na ha 
vai sa-karh'asya etc establish, O blessed Prabhdsa ! the 
existence of moksa, jiva, and the immutable happiness of 
muktdtmd at the removal of ptunya-pyapa. 

Lastly, the sentence that “ Jardmiaryam vaitat sarvam 
yadagnihotram ” means that one should practise agnilwtra etc, 
till the end of life. 

Your suspicion about the existence of moksa generated 
from this sentence ( as the time of beginning the performance 
has not been mentioned in it ) is out of place. The sentence 
really means as follows: — 
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One should perform sacri6ce throughout the life at all 
times. The word ' va * here signifies that he who aspires for 
moksa should also perform the sacrifice, which acts as the 
Jtetu of their moksa. Thus, the Tirthankara removes the doubt 
of PrabJidsa. ii 474-475 ii ( 2022-2023 ) 

Then, 

iiWiK^o^s) 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam | 

So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim il 476 li ( 2024 ) 

[ ^ srrr-iT^or^sri#^ i 

^ ^ il ii ( ) 

Chinne samsaye Jinena jariX-maranavipramuktena l 
Sa srauuinah pravrajitastribhistu saha khandikaSataih lt476||(2024) 

Trans.-— 476 When the doubt was thus removed by the 
T\rihahkara who was entirely free from old age and death, that 
saint accepted dxksa along with his three hundred pupils. (2024) 

End of the Discussion with the Eleventh Ganadhara* 
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